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House of Representatives
The House met at 12:30 p.m. and was

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. STEARNS).

f

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
February 23, 1999.

I hereby appoint the Honorable CLIFF
STEARNS to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

f

MORNING HOUR DEBATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 19, 1999, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning hour debates. The Chair will
alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to 30 min-
utes, and each Member, except the ma-
jority leader, the minority leader or
the minority whip, limited to 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Puerto Rico (Mr. ROMERO-
BARCELÓ) for 5 minutes.

f

WHY ARE CITIZENS IN THE TERRI-
TORIES DENIED WHAT ALL
OTHER CITIZENS ARE GUARAN-
TEED?

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Speak-
er, I am pleased to stand before you as
we return from the district work ses-
sion. The impeachment trial is offi-
cially behind us, and the Nation is
ready for congressional action. The
American people expect us all to work
together in a spirit of cooperation and
bipartisan so that we can renew na-
tional confidence for a strong and uni-

fied America. It is now time to set
aside the differences that have divided
us along party lines and work together
for the good of the country.

Yesterday we commemorated George
Washington’s birthday, an everlasting
model of leadership and achievement,
200 years ago, as our first President
ably led the United States from revolu-
tion into democracy.

Today, there are many issues that
claim congressional attention for im-
mediate action, including specific im-
provements for Social Security, edu-
cation, greater access to health care,
employment, taxes, the environment
and economic opportunity and prosper-
ity.

Our Nation faces many challenges on
the eve of the millennium, but inherent
in those challenges are a great many
opportunities. Our Nation has flour-
ished during this decade and right now,
as we face the new millennium, the
most appropriate message we can pro-
vide to all Americans is to express our
commitment to the fundamental val-
ues of our democracy.

As new initiatives to benefit Amer-
ican citizens, immigrants and the chil-
dren of undocumented immigrants in
the country are developed and imple-
mented, I do not see the same concern
for the 3.8 million United States citi-
zens in Puerto Rico. The Americans in
the island continue to be neglected and
discriminated against by being barred
from equitable participation in the
most fundamental rights of citizenship,
the right to vote and the right to rep-
resentation, not to mention participa-
tion in the safety net programs that
provide basic relief to the neediest in
the Nation, the disadvantaged, the
aged, the handicapped and the children.

It is distressing to behold that, by
virtue of living in a territory, some
American citizens do not have the
same rights and benefits as all other
Americans in the Nation. Why are citi-
zens in the territories denied what all

other citizens are guaranteed? Are
there two different kinds of citizenship
in our Nation, the example of democ-
racy?

What is even more discouraging is
that not only the great expectations
for future success and equal participa-
tion do not apply to Puerto Ricans in
the islands but that residents in the is-
land will continue to lag further and
further behind as they are fenced out
from the rest of the Nation.

Throughout my political life, I have
fought to provide equality for the
United States citizens in Puerto Rico
and I wonder how our Nation can con-
tinue to maintain separate but equal
policies similar to the discriminatory
policies that were the force that
brought about the enactment of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964.

I am compelled to provide a voice for
the thousands of low income, disadvan-
taged, the handicapped, elderly and
children who are deprived of the most
basic safety net programs that all
other Americans and immigrants can
participate in the 50 States of the
Union. It is terrible to consider that
our Nation’s commitment to equality
in health does not extend to the Amer-
ican citizens in Puerto Rico or in
Guam or in the Virgin Islands and thus
deprives us of the necessary medical
care that may prove the difference be-
tween life and death by virtue of the
fact that we reside in a territory.
Health discrimination is an abomina-
tion.

This includes Medicaid, for which
Puerto Rico, contrary to the policy for
all other States, receives a block grant
capped this year at $171.5 million. I am
also talking about our exclusion from
supplemental security income, the sup-
plemental income that ensures blind,
disadvantaged and handicapped indi-
viduals have income protection. I am
also talking about Medicare and how
reimbursement for providers has been
set at a lower rate despite the fact that
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costs are comparable to the provision
of services in many States.

Unfortunately, as the Nation benefits
from the tremendous budget surplus,
the Americans in the territory will
also be excluded from many of the
most significant policy initiatives pre-
sented this session.

The $500 billion Social Security en-
hancement proposed by the Universal
Savings Accounts, commonly referred
to as the USA accounts, will not apply
to the citizens in the island, even
though we contribute to Social Secu-
rity equally as all other citizens. What
is more, money from our contributions
to the Social Security funds will be
used to manage and administer the
program which will be denied to us.

But this initiative is just one of the
many new proposals that will not apply
to the nearly 4 million U.S. citizens in
Puerto Rico. Many other proposals,
ranging from welfare to work, to build-
ing new schools, to providing incen-
tives to workers and even the em-
powerment zones and the new market
initiatives that aim to simulate the
economic, will bypass us in the next
century. We will not have the oppor-
tunity to contribute to the well-being
of the economy nor participate in the
tax credits that are being proposed.

Mr. Speaker, I feel compelled to
bring these matters to your attention
and to the attention of all my col-
leagues in Congress, because our Na-
tion must do something to ensure that
the American citizens in Puerto Rico
are equal Americans. How can our Na-
tion stand as a model for the world
when it maintains a policy of discrimi-
nation, a policy of economic and politi-
cal apartheid?

For 100 years, we have stood shoulder
to shoulder as we have defended free-
dom and democratic values wherever
and whenever it has been needed in the
world. As we enter the millennium, we
should not be pushed behind our fellow
citizens in the 50 States. It is a na-
tional shame that in our country
American citizens must time and time
again beg to be given equal access to
the programs that will promote eco-
nomic prosperity, health and well-
being.
f

REGARDING A 2–YEAR FEDERAL
BUDGET PROCESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. REGULA) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, on the
first day of the 106th Congress I intro-
duced H.R. 232, the Biennial Budget
Act of 1999. This is an issue that I have
been working on for the past 10 years,
and I think it is time that we enact
this important reform.

My legislation, and I might add that
the Speaker pro tempore this morning
has also introduced a similar bill,
along with others, establishes a 2-year
budget and appropriations cycle in-

tended to reduce the repetitive annual
budget votes. It would also improve the
entire process by allowing more time
for long-term planning and careful
oversight of government spending.

The bill converts the annual budget,
appropriations and authorization proc-
ess into a 2-year cycle. The first ses-
sion of Congress would be devoted to
decisions on budget and appropriations
issues. The President would start the
process by submitting a 2-year budget,
which would cover the 2 years of the bi-
ennium, and planning levels for 2 addi-
tional years.

Then Congress would adopt a 2-year
budget resolution, a 2-year reconcili-
ation bill, if necessary, and 2-year ap-
propriations bills during the first ses-
sion of a Congress. The second year
could be used to consider multiyear au-
thorization bills and to oversight of
Federal programs. We do not do enough
oversight now. We do not have time
with an annual budget to really look
into programs to see if they are work-
ing well.

The current budget process consumes
more and more of Congress’ time. In
1996, budget votes totaled about 70 per-
cent of all votes. It does not leave time
for many of the other responsibilities
of the Congress; and, obviously, it
leaves less time for systematic over-
sight.

Another problem is that we do not
get the appropriations bills done on
time. Only twice since 1974 have we
completed action on all of the 13 appro-
priations bills on time. Whereas, with a
2-year cycle, we would have the oppor-
tunity to get this legislation completed
and then go into the oversight pro-
gram.

Now, another benefit would be that
federal managers, who are managing
the taxpayers’ funds, would know for 2
years how much they have to operate a
park or other federal programs, and
they could plan more wisely and could
spend the money more efficiently.

I believe that the benefits of moving
to the 2-year budget cycle would be
many, including reducing repetitive
budget votes, allowing Congress to en-
gage in long-term planning and man-
agement reforms for Federal programs,
improving the systematic oversight of
current government programs, and pro-
viding greater stability and predict-
ability in Federal spending.

I would just urge all my colleagues to
take a look at H.R. 232 and sponsor this
bill or some of the others, such as that
introduced by our Speaker pro tempore
today. It is an idea whose time has
come, I think, as we try to manage the
resources of our people and of our Na-
tion more efficiently.
f

IT IS NOT ABOUT SPRAWL BUT
ABOUT HOW WE BUILD

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) is recognized
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker,
yesterday there appeared an article in
The New York Times entitled, ‘‘There’s
Plenty of Space for Suburbs to Keep
Sprawling’’. This article, I feel, rep-
resents a wrong turn in the discussion
about our communities and how to
make them more livable. The facts are
true but beside the point.

It is true that we have only increased
the amount of developed land in this
condition by two-tenths of a percent in
recent years. It is true that we have a
great deal of farmland. It is true that
we are protecting more open space
around the country. But I think it is
important for us to take a deep breath,
step back, and look at what those facts
represent.

To suggest somehow that we do not
have a problem in terms of develop-
ment in this country because we have a
large inventory of land is a lot like
suggesting that just because the earth
is 78 percent water we do not have
problems of water supply and quality.
The fact is for much of the world, and
many places in the United States, we
often have too much water or we do
not have enough or it is too polluted or
sometimes we have a combination of
all three of those problems.

As it relates to the quantity of farm-
land, the fact is that we have generated
this farmland in the past in ways that
we are probably not likely to do in the
future: filling in wetlands, irrigating
the desert, destroying forest lands.
Many of these practices today we now
recognize are harmful. We no longer do
it and, in fact, there is a very real
question whether or not that is sus-
tainable in the future, particularly
given the lack of water supply in many
parts of the country.

It is also true that while we have
added to the inventory of publicly pro-
tected forests and park lands, that is
simply a reaction to the fact that we
have more and more of this space im-
periled. The good Lord is not making
more forests and open space. We are
having increasing pressure on those
areas that we have now, and so we have
taken this extraordinary step of trying
to buy and protect more and more of it.
That is not adding to the inventory.
That is trying to just simply hold on to
what we have.

We need to look no further than the
jewels of our national park system, the
Grand Canyon, Yosemite, and Yellow-
stone, to see that we are severely under
assault. Even in the Pacific Northwest,
in my home area, the Mt. Hood Na-
tional Forest and the Columbia River
Gorge are subjected to problems of pol-
lution, overcrowding, traffic conges-
tion and development encroachment. It
is an indication of the problems that
we need to face in the future.

It is also suggested that government
intervention has been part of the prob-
lem in the past, to which I say: Amen.
But the question is, how are we going
to proceed from this point? Even if
sprawl were possible to sustain into the
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future, is this the pattern of develop-
ment that we want for our country? Do
we want to live this way?

b 1245

Increasingly, Americans from coast
to coast, border to border are speaking
out and suggesting that is not their de-
sired approach. Citizens are taking
matters into their own hands on State
and local levels with initiatives to try
and improve the quality of life. They
know that there are better ways of
spending our tax dollars, that just be-
cause we have failed in the past in
comprehensive planning is no sugges-
tion that we should not try and do a
better job of planning in the future,
and just because the government has
not always been constructive in efforts
that it has undertaken does not mean
that there is not a role for the govern-
ment to be a constructive partner in
the future.

It does us no good to pretend that we
do not have problems of growth and
quality of life in our communities. The
citizens know that that is the case.
The evidence is overwhelming. Now is
the opportunity for us, under the ban-
ner of making our communities more
livable, to engage the government as a
constructive partner, to plan thought-
fully for the future involving our com-
munities, spending our infrastructure
dollars more wisely and engaging in a
new generation of environmental pro-
tection that is performance driven.

I look forward to the day when we
can get away from the wrong turns of
this debate and get back to a produc-
tive discussion of how we can work to-
gether to make our communities more
livable.
f

IN SUPPORT OF REPEALING
HOUSE RULE XXIII

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
REGULA). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 19, 1999, the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS)
is recognized during morning hour de-
bates for 5 minutes.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, today I
will be introducing legislation to re-
quire a separate vote before we raise
the debt ceiling.

A lot of my colleagues will ask, why
is this legislation necessary? Because
often we allow the practice of raising
the debt ceiling, the debt limit, to con-
tinue without a recorded vote. It is hid-
den within the budget resolution and
passes without notice and, of course,
without a vote.

Initially, this rule was added in the
96th Congress by public law and was
originally applicable to concurrent res-
olutions on the budget for fiscal years
beginning on or after October 1, 1980.

The rule was amended in the 98th
Congress to reflect the enactment into
law of a new permanent rather than
temporary debt limit. The rule ties a
passage of a concurrent budget resolu-
tion to an increase or a decrease in the
limit of the public debt.

Legislation to repeal Rule XXIII
would simply force Congress to vote
separately on any increase in the pub-
lic debt limit. Repealing this rule
would simply force a floor vote on an
increase or a decrease in the public
debt; and this is a positive move, I
think, for all of Americans.

Again I pose the question: Why is
this so important we have such a vote?
If we do not pass and repeal this Rule
XXIII, we will continue to raise the
debt limit with no type of accountabil-
ity.

I would like to share with my col-
leagues some statistics that I think
will help them to understand the rel-
evance of what I am talking about.

In 1994, the debt ceiling of the United
States Treasury was about $49 billion,
and we had a population then of about
132 million people. That is roughly
about $370 per person. Our population
today is about 276 million people, and
our debt now is approaching $6 trillion.
That is about $22,450 per person.

In the 58 years since 1940, the U.S.
population has doubled. Yet the debt
ceiling has risen to about 121 times its
1940 level.

Now, when we start to talk about al-
most $6 trillion, that kind of figure is
beyond the understanding of most of
us. If we put it in inches, it is the dis-
tance from the earth to the sun. In
terms of the population of all of the
earth, it is about $1,000 for every per-
son. It is a huge amount of money.

Mr. Speaker, as my colleagues know,
House Rule XXIII stipulates, ‘‘upon the
adoption by Congress of any concur-
rent resolution, the enrolling clerk of
the House of Representatives shall pre-
pare an engrossment of a joint resolu-
tion, increasing or decreasing the stat-
utory limit on the public debt.’’

In other words, simply passing a
budget subsequently raises the public
debt limit. There are no votes on the
matter, no floor debates, no nothing.
Rule XXIII simply states that a vote
for the budget ‘‘shall be deemed to
have been a vote in favor of’’ raising
the public debt limit.

It is way too easy here today and far
too painless for us on the House floor
to raise this public debt. It should not
be easy, and it should not be painless,
and we should have full debate. In fact,
it should be very difficult; and, at the
very least, it should be a publicly de-
bated matter with a record vote.

So, Mr. Speaker, to remedy this situ-
ation I have this legislation which I
will be dropping this morning; and I
urge all of my colleagues to support it
and just to call my office if they would
like to be a cosponsor.
f

PHONEY POLITICAL DEFINITION
OF ‘‘BALANCED BUDGET’’

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. METCALF) is recog-
nized during morning hour debates for
5 minutes.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, we have
all heard that we have now done it. We
have balanced the budget. We have
solved the deficit problem. Lots of
talk. No more deficits. Now we have a
surplus. Lot of talk. How should we
spend it? How should we spend it? Well,
we could have tax cuts. We could beef
up Social Security. We could beef up
existing programs. Several things.

Let us get back to reality, back to
the cruel facts. We have a surplus only
by using a political definition of ‘‘a
balanced budget.’’ This definition was
designed by the Democrats when they
were in the majority to mask the size
of the deficit. To our discredit, when
we took over control of the Congress,
we continued to use a phoney political
definition of when the deficit is bal-
anced. And the Republicans continued
it, and that is wrong.

From September 30th, 1997, to Sep-
tember 30th, 1998, that is the last fiscal
year, the 1998 fiscal year, an honest re-
port showed that that was the first
year we said we had a balanced budget.
But an honest record shows that we
had a $22 billion deficit in that first
year that we balanced the budget. Well,
we cannot do both. In fact, the bal-
anced budget was a political definition;
and we still do have a deficit.

However, we are on target to balance
the budget. Maybe this year. I hope we
make it. I am not sure we will. But cer-
tainly we are on target for the near fu-
ture.

Now, as people are lining up now as
to how to spend the surplus, whenever
it happens, there are several things.
Safe Social Security is topmost on the
list. But any major talk of the surplus
that we will have in a few years must
include pay down the debt. We must
pay down the debt.

We are paying huge amounts of inter-
est every year on that huge debt. In
fact, it amounts right now to about
$270 billion a year in interest. If we can
start paying down that debt, then we
can lower the interest payments, which
gives us more money to pay down the
debt, which lowers the interest pay-
ments further, and soon we could have
enough money to do the job we are sup-
posed to do properly without the kind
of things that we see happening now.

So all I am saying, the point of my
talk is, this is the time to pay down
the debt just as soon as possible. Start
paying on it, just a little bit.

As I mentioned, the fiscal year that
we first said we balanced the budget we
went further in the hole $22 billion. I
called up the Treasury Department and
I said, how much does the United
States owe on that particular day, Sep-
tember 30, 1997? And they told me. And
I said, how much did we owe on Sep-
tember 30, 1998? And they told me. And
I used to be a math teacher and I can
subtract, even if they are big numbers
up in the billions. We over spent by $22
billion in the first year that we
claimed to have balanced the budget.
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Let us have honest accounting and

let us be careful to get into the posi-
tion of a surplus and then pay down the
debt.
f

IN OPPOSITION OF AFRICA
GROWTH AND OPPORTUNITY ACT
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BROWN) is recognized during morn-
ing hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to oppose H.R. 434, the Afri-
ca Growth and Opportunity Act. The
more accurate name would be the
NAFTA for Africa Act.

H.R. 434 does little to improve the
lives of people in sub-Saharan Africa.
In fact, there are no binding labor, en-
vironmental, human rights or other
public interest provisions in this legis-
lation but plenty of measures to ensure
easy access to the region’s human and
material resources for U.S. corpora-
tions.

I understand the frustration of Afri-
ca’s supporters. We have seen our gov-
ernment side too often with the worst
dictators in Africa, respond all too
slowly to the evil of apartheid, and
turn its back on the victims of geno-
cide in Rwanda.

More pertinent, we have seen Mem-
bers of Congress who are the staunch-
est supporters of NAFTA for Africa
vote again and again and again against
increased aid for that continent.

But a bad bill, Mr. Speaker, is worse
than no bill. Last session, this Con-
gress did the right thing in defeating
fast track not once but twice, defeated
the efforts of some to extend NAFTA
to the rest of Latin America. Unfortu-
nately, H.R. 434, NAFTA for Africa,
would undo that victory. It completely
ignores the all-important test that we
established in our fight against fast
track: No trade agreement unless labor
and environmental problems are writ-
ten into the core agreement. This bill
puts us back where we started.

The supporters of H.R. 434 claim the
bill contains labor rights and standards
because some of the bill’s trade provi-
sions are based on the Generalized Sys-
tem of Preferences, GSP. In fact, GSP
labor rights provisions are hampered
by weak enforcement mechanisms.

Under GSP, the President merely has
to certify that the affected country is
‘‘taking steps’’ towards the protection
of labor rights. This vague language
has allowed notorious labor rights
abusers like Guatemala to be certified
as eligible for benefits.

Moreover, GSP labor rights cannot
be enforced through private action,
meaning that when a country is clearly
not taking steps to protect worker
rights but nonetheless is certified as
doing so, no legal action can be taken
by U.S. citizens to force presidential
decertification. The only alternative is
a time-consuming petition process
which ultimately results in the rejec-
tion of the petition in every case with
no right of appeal.

Finally, GSP labor rights provisions
impose no obligations on corporations,
just on governments. Corporations that
violate worker rights will continue, as
they have, to enjoy market access ben-
efits just as long as the country in
which they are operating in has been
certified as eligible for benefits.

A recent amendment to H.R. 434 of-
fered by my colleague, the gentleman
from Connecticut (Mr. GEJDENSON),
placed labor rights on the list of cri-
teria that African countries are sup-
posed to meet in order to obtain bene-
fits under this bill. While this amend-
ment was a step in the right direction,
it simply does not provide sufficient
protection for workers.

There is no labor enforcement mech-
anism. Instead, the well-being of Afri-
can workers rests on the President’s
determination that the country is
making progress toward respecting
labor rights.

The amendment that I offered in the
Committee on International Relations
markup attempted to correct this prob-
lem by adding strong enforcement lan-
guage and giving U.S. citizens the right
to challenge the President’s country
eligibility determination in U.S. dis-
trict court. Unfortunately, because the
backers of H.R. 434 opposed this amend-
ment, it was ruled out of order by the
chair.

We need trade agreements that act as
if people mattered. Considering the
devastating effects that NAFTA has
had on Mexico’s small, independent
manufacturing and retail enterprises
and on its small agricultural producers
and on the country as a whole, it seems
less than generous to expand this re-
gime to Africa. It is certainly not in
the interest of the African people. It is
certainly not in the interest of the
American people.

This Congress should not inflict a re-
jected and backward trade model on
the continent of Africa. I urge my col-
leagues to support this bill, to support
the Jackson trade bill for Africa which
includes unambiguous and meaningful
enforcement mechanisms to protect
the rights and the well-being of African
workers.
f

b 1300

WHO DECIDES: WASHINGTON OR
YOU?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
STEARNS). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 19, 1999, the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. LINDER)
is recognized during morning hour de-
bates for 5 minutes.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I am not
certain how many Americans heard
well the President’s recent speeches,
but his comments spoke volumes about
his views of freedom. It also addressed
the great political debate going on in
this country today which has been
going on since 1994, and it can be
summed up on a bumper sticker: ‘‘Who
Decides, Washington or You?’’

The President, in Buffalo shortly
after the State of the Union address,
was discussing the surplus, a huge sur-
plus, nearly $5 trillion over the next 15
years, to be collected by the govern-
ment above and beyond what we need
to spend to continue the government,
and this is what he said: ‘‘We could
give it all back to you and hope you
spend it right, but——’’

That says volumes. The President
then proceeded to imply he really can-
not give it back to the American peo-
ple because government makes wiser
choices than they do. He does not trust
the American people to make these
choices on their own behalf. He has em-
braced in whole cloth, it seems to me,
the theme of the 1958 book by John
Kenneth Galbraith entitled, ‘‘The Af-
fluent Society.’’

The entire theme of that book is this:
It is not that Americans have too lit-
tle, they have too much, that they
make bad choices with their dollars,
and it is the obligation of an educated
government to tax those dollars from
them and make better choices on their
behalf. Who decides, Washington or
you?

That is the debate we are in. That is
the debate on taxes. Looking at nearly
$5 trillion in surpluses over the next 15
years, the President proposed 40 new
mandatory spending programs, adding
new discretionary spending programs
and not one penny for tax relief. In-
deed, it does not even protect Social
Security because we are increasing the
debt to Social Security by about $1
trillion over 10 years that the govern-
ment will owe it.

In a recent book entitled, ‘‘The Vi-
sion of the Anointed,’’ Thomas Sowell
points out that for so long as we have
had free people, we have had among
them those anointed with the vision of
how to spend their money, how to
make their choices for them.

That is the debate we are in. The
President would like to shape a future
with your money for our children and
grandchildren that is warm and secure
and fair. Our side says, ‘‘We don’t know
how to do that.’’ I could not satisfy 10
percent of America because everyone
comes to the table with different hopes
and dreams and aspirations. I can
shape a future that my daughter would
love and my son would hate.

So our side says, no, leave those
choices in your pockets; and you and
270 million other Americans, acting on
your own behalf hundreds of times a
week, will shape the future. We trust
you to shape that future. We believe in
the Ronald Reagan principle: It is not
the function of government to bestow
happiness. That is your job. And if we
can get the government out of your
way and let you have more freedom
and more opportunity, you will choose
a future that most of America will not
only enjoy but thrive in.

We would like to do that beginning
right now by letting you keep more of
what you earn, not collecting $300 bil-
lion a year more than it takes us to



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H663February 23, 1999
run the government, and let you shape
the future for us.
f

NATIONAL TRIO DAY
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from Dela-
ware (Mr. CASTLE) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to join in the celebration of Na-
tional TRIO Day. National TRIO Day
was designated by concurrent resolu-
tion on February 24, 1986, by the 99th
Congress. It is celebrated on the last
Saturday of February each year as a
day of recognition for the federal TRIO
program.

The TRIO programs, Talent Search,
Upward Bound, Upward Bound Math/
Science, Veterans Upward Bound, Stu-
dent Support Services, Ronald E.
McNair Postbaccalaureate Achieve-
ment Program and Educational
Achievement Centers, were established
over 30 years ago to assist low-income
students overcome class, social and
cultural barriers to higher education.

Currently, 2,000 colleges, universities
and community agencies sponsor TRIO
programs. Over 780,000 low-income stu-
dents between the ages of 11 and 27 ben-
efit from the services of the TRIO pro-
grams. Most of these students come
from families in which neither parent
graduated from college. These students
represent the highest aspirations and
best hope for achieving the American
dream. By lifting these students out of
poverty and into productive and re-
warding lives, the Nation is in turn
lifted and given hope for a better fu-
ture.

In Delaware, 13 TRIO programs are
hosted through the Delaware Technical
and Community College, the Univer-
sity of Delaware and Delaware State
University. They serve 2,455 Dela-
wareans.

Dr. Bertice Berry from Delaware is
an excellent example of the success the
TRIO program has endured. She was
recognized as a TRIO achiever at a na-
tional conference. Dr. Berry was the
sixth of seven children who grew up in
Wilmington, Delaware. In 8th grade she
was accepted into the Upward Bound
Program at the University of Dela-
ware, where she participated until en-
tering college at Florida State Univer-
sity.

Dr. Berry obtained her undergradu-
ate degree, a master’s degree in soci-
ology and a Ph.D. in sociology. She has
rapidly become one of the most sought-
after lecturers on the college speakers’
circuit. She has authored two books
and speaks regularly across the coun-
try. Dr. Berry attributes her success
totally to the Upward Bound program.

Dr. Berry is just one of many success
stories. TRIO graduates can be found in
every occupation you can think of: as
doctors, lawyers, astronauts, television
reporters, actors and even Members of
Congress.

I am pleased to be able to speak on
behalf of the TRIO programs and Dr.

Berry. I encourage my colleagues to
join me in visiting TRIO programs in
your district to learn how valuable
these vital programs can be for our Na-
tion.
f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess until 2 p.m.

Accordingly (at 1 o’clock and 6 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
until 2 p.m.
f

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. PEASE) at 2 p.m.
f

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Reverend James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

May our hearts be open, O gracious
God, to the greatness and wonder and
beauty of Your creation. We know that
often we set our sights too low and our
eyes do not see Your grace and our
souls do not welcome Your gifts. On
this day we pray, O God, that in spite
of all the necessary tasks that need to
be done, we would hear Your voice that
calls us to the blessings of prayer,
praise and thanksgiving. For all Your
wonders and all Your love to us and to
all people we offer this our earnest
prayer. Amen.
f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.
f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT)
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. Traficant led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON-
ORABLE BILL MCCOLLUM, MEM-
BER OF CONGRESS

The Speaker pro tempore laid before
the House a communication from the
Honorable BILL MCCOLLUM, Member of
Congress:

U.S. CONGRESS,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, January 27, 1999.

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no-
tify you pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules

of the House that I received a subpoena for
documents and testimony issued by the Su-
perior Court of the District of Columbia.

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I will make the determinations
required by Rule VIII.

Sincerely,
BILL MCCOLLUM,
Member of Congress.

f

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF
COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following resigna-
tion as a member of the Committee on
Small Business:

U.S. CONGRESS,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, DC, February 22, 1999.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: In accordance with
Democratic Caucus Rules, I am writing to
request a leave of absence, effective imme-
diately, from the House Committee on Small
Business for the duration of 106th Congress
so that I may serve on the Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence.

Thank you for your attention to my re-
quest.

Sincerely,
NORMAN SISISKY,

Member of Congress.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the resignation is accepted.

There was no objection.
f

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
OFFICE OF THE CLERK,

Washington, DC, February 12, 1999.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted to Clause 2(h) of Rule II of
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on
February 12, 1999 at 3:30 p.m.

That the Senate passed without amendment
H. Con. Res. 27.

With best wishes, I am
Sincerely,

JEFF TRANDAHL, Clerk.

f

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
OFFICE OF THE CLERK,

Washington, DC, February 16, 1999.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted to Clause 2(h) of Rule II of
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on
February 16, 1999 at 12:45 p.m.
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That the Senate passed without amendment
H. Con. Res. 19.

With best wishes, I am
Sincerely,

JEFF TRANDAHL, Clerk.

f

PERMISSION TO INSERT PROGRAM
AND REMARKS OF MEMBERS
REPRESENTING THE HOUSE AT
GEORGE WASHINGTON’S BIRTH-
DAY CEREMONIES

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the program
and the remarks of the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. WOLF) and the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. MORAN), the two
Members representing the House of
Representatives at the wreath-laying
ceremony at the Washington Monu-
ment for the observance of George
Washington’s birthday on Monday,
February 22, 1999, be inserted into to-
day’s CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Nevada?

There was no objection.
PRESIDENT GEORGE WASHINGTON

267TH BIRTHDAY OBSERVANCE

Monday, Feb. 22, 1999, Washington, DC
PROGRAM

Opening: Arnold Goldstein, Superintend-
ent, National Capital Parks Central.

Presentation of Colors: Joint Armed Serv-
ices Color Guard.

To the Colors: Old Guard Fife and Drum
Corps.

Pledge of Allegiance: Michael Gutierrer,
Cub Scout Pack 461, Bethesda, MD.

RETIRE THE COLORS

Welcome: Superintendent Goldstein.
Poetry Readings: Shawn Bolden, Tamika

Wall, Emon Baritteau; Rudolph Elementary
School; Washington, DC.

Musical Selection: Old Guard Fife and
Drum Corps.

REMARKS

Russell Train, First Vice President, Wash-
ington National Monument Society.

Terry Carlstrom, Regional Director, Na-
tional Capital Region, National Parks Serv-
ice.

Hon. James P. Moran, Eighth District, Vir-
ginia, U.S. House of Representatives.

Hon. Frank R. Wolf, Tenth District, Vir-
ginia, U.S. House of Representatives.

PRESENTATION OF THE WREATHS

The Wreath of the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives, Hon. James P. Moran, and Hon.
Frank R. Wolf.

The Wreath of the Washington National
Monument Society, Russell Train.

The Wreath of the National Park Service,
Terry Carlstrom.

TAPS

The National Park Service and the Wash-
ington National Monument Society acknowl-
edge with appreciation Old Guard Fife and
Drum Corps Military District of Washington.

‘‘First in war, first in peace and first in the
hearts of his countrymen.’’—Said by
Lighthorse Harry Lee eulogizing George
Washington.

A TRIBUTE TO GEORGE WASHINGTON

(By Congressman Frank R. Wolf)
Today is an important day. It is a day

when we give honor to one of the greatest
leaders the world has known—the Father of
our Country, and our first president, George
Washington.

I am proud to speak in his honor. He was
born in Virginia and served America and the
Commonwealth in important positions
throughout his life. Washington was only 16
years old when Lord Fairfax, a land baron,
sent him to the Shenandoah Valley, which I
represent, to join a surveying party. He
spent a number of years surveying frontier
areas of Virginia and what is now West Vir-
ginia. The city of Winchester, which I also
represent, is where Washington had his sur-
veying office in 1748 and his headquarters
during the construction of Fort Loudon in
1756 and 1757. That building still stands
today.

Washington first ran for elected office
from Frederick County. He lost the first
time, but he was not to be deterred. He ran
again and on July 24, 1758, was elected to a
term in the House of Burgesses. He served in
the House of Burgesses for more than 15
years, representing first Frederick County
and later Fairfax County.

This monument is illustrative of the many
buildings, monuments and historic sites
which remind us of those who forged this
land and gave us this great country. The
Washington Monument inspires all Ameri-
cans to greatness and to keep alive the val-
ues and principles for which men like George
Washington stood—freedom, democracy, and
patriotism.

George Washington gave us the greatest
example of what it means to be an American
in that he placed the good of the nation be-
fore his own personal interests. He inspired,
and continues to inspire, men to greatness—
not only by his greatness as a great military
commander or by his political abilities as a
man who literally founded this country—but
by something even more foundational. By his
character. By his virtue. Not necessarily by
what he had done, but even more impor-
tantly, who he was, before God and before
men.

In 1789, Washington was elected to serve as
the first President of the United States by
unanimous vote. His ability to lead the na-
tion as well as he had led its army was soon
recognized, even by those who had opposed
him.

Through the years of hard work and unself-
ish devotion, Washington, together with our
founding fathers, launched the new govern-
ment on its course and laid the foundation
for a strong government which has well-
served each succeeding generation of Amer-
ican citizens.

This year is especially significant in re-
membering George Washington because we
will commemorate his death 200 year ago. He
died at the age of 67 at his home in nearby
Mount Vernon, where special events will
take place throughout this year in remem-
brance of his passing. And although we will
pay tribute to him throughout 1999, we know
that the memory of him will never fade, as
long as there is an America.

George Washington had a vision—a vision
of a land that was marked by liberty and
freedom for all men. But it was also a vision
of a nation of people committed to their
country, to the common good, and to one an-
other. If we as a nation continue to work to-
gether to make our country great, not just
materially, but great in goodness and in vir-
tue, then that vision will continue to lead
and guide us for generations to come. Thank
you.

A TRIBUTE TO GEORGE WASHINGTON

(By Congressman James P. Moran)
We are assembled here today at this great

Monument in remembrance of our first presi-
dent, George Washington.

This year marks the 200th Anniversary of
the death of George Washington. While dur-
ing the passage of time since the death of

Washington our Nation has changed in many
ways, we have not lost sight of the heavy
debt we owe to Washington and the other
founders of our nation. The project to re-
store our national monument to Washing-
ton’s memory is an expression of our grati-
tude.

George Washington is universally known
as our first president, and as commander in
chief of the Continental forces during the
American Revolution. But what is not as
celebrated or well-known is that after Wash-
ington resigned his military commission and
returned to his home at Mt. Vernon, Vir-
ginia, he became increasingly dissatisfied
with the weakness of the government under
the Articles of Confederation. Dispute and ri-
valry threatened to destroy the gains of the
newly independent 13 former colonies; they
were not yet a union of states, but a frac-
tious confederation. Washington joined the
movement to reorganize the government and
hosted the 1795 conference at Mr. Vernon
that catalyzed the Constitutional Conven-
tion. Washington himself presided over this
critical Convention. History records that his
influence in securing the adoption of the
Constitution was incalculable. This Con-
stitution, a short but brilliant document,
has guided our nation, and has proved the
best plan for a democratic republic the world
has ever seen. If George Washington had not
lived, it is impossible to know if the inde-
pendent-minded colonies would have been
able to transform themselves into an endur-
ing united nation.

Our presence here today not only evokes
and pays tribute to the greatness of the man
who is called the Father of our Country, but
is designed to keep his contributions still
very much alive in our hearts and our minds.

f

THE BEAST, H.R. 45

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, a new
category of beast has come to plague
and menace the American scene. That
beast, of course, is H.R. 45, a bill that
intends to ship 77,000 tons of high-level
nuclear waste, the most dangerous,
toxic substance known to mankind,
across this Nation into my home State
of Nevada.

I say to my colleagues, your commu-
nities will not be spared from playing
host to this transportation of high-
level nuclear waste. In fact, if my col-
leagues vote in favor of H.R. 45, they
will have voted to endanger the very
constituents that they were sent here
to protect and represent, because a
vote for H.R. 45 is a vote to open the
floodgates to transport nuclear waste
from over 100 nuclear reactors through
their communities and neighborhoods.
A vote to support H.R. 45 makes my
colleagues responsible forever for the
dire consequences that will inevitably
occur when a mobile Chernobyl has an
accident causing untold devastation.

Protect your districts. Represent
your families. Represent your constitu-
ents. Oppose H.R. 45.
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WHITE HOUSE ANNOUNCES RECER-

TIFICATION OF MEXICO AS CO-
OPERATING PARTNER IN WAR
ON DRUGS

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, a
government report says last year not
one major drug dealer was arrested in
Mexico. Last year, seizures of drugs
and arrests for drugs in Mexico de-
clined. Last year, they say nearly all of
the drugs and narcotics sold on the
streets of America come from Mexico.

Think about it. America is drowning
in cocaine and heroin; and, after all
that, the White House has announced
they will once again certify Mexico as
a full cooperating partner in our war
on drugs. Beam me up here.

Mexico is a partner all right, with
Colombian drug dealers, not with Uncle
Sam, and this tough love policy is just
not working. Ladies and gentlemen of
Congress, there is no war on drugs
without the help of the military at our
border. It is time to get on to that dis-
cussion.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back all the ad-
diction, death and health care costs in
our country.

f

REAUTHORIZATION OF THE OLDER
AMERICANS ACT

(Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr.
Speaker, as a part of a bipartisan ef-
fort, I am introducing a bill that takes
the first step toward reauthorizing the
Older Americans Act, the premier sen-
ior citizens services law. It is past time
for Congress to get off the dime and
improve the services our seniors need
and expect.

The Act performs a vital role in the
everyday lives of millions of senior
Americans by providing nutrition, dis-
ease prevention, health promotion and
in-home services. Millions of seniors
have benefited from the Act’s pro-
grams.

In 1996, the Older Americans Act pro-
vided 238 million meals to over 3 mil-
lion seniors. The Act also funded ap-
proximately 6,400 senior centers, 40
million rides, and more than 13 million
requests for assistance.

I am ready to work with the commit-
tee chairman, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING); the sub-
committee chairman, the gentleman
from California (Mr. MCKEON); the
ranking member, the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. CLAY); and the sub-
committee chairman, the gentleman
from California (Mr. MARTINEZ); to
move this reauthorization through the
House; and I look forward to working
with my friends from both sides of the
aisle to achieve a good bipartisan reau-
thorization.

MIDDLE CLASS AMERICANS DE-
SERVE TAX RELIEF AND THEY
DESERVE IT NOW

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, recently the
President, in a talk to college students,
revealed what he really thinks of tax
relief for American families. He said,
and I quote, 15 years from now, if the
Congress wants to give more tax relief,
let them do it, end quote.

So, does this mean that the college
students to whom he was speaking
must wait until they are in their thir-
ties, most likely married and with chil-
dren and with steep financial commit-
ments like home mortgages, to receive
relief from heavy taxation?

Ridiculous.
This is certainly unwelcome news to

all the middle class American families
I hear from, who already spend more in
taxes than they do for food, shelter,
transportation and clothing combined.

With this mentality, it is a good
thing the President is only in charge
for another 2 years, not 15. Middle class
Americans, moms and dads, workers,
even students, deserve tax relief; and
they deserve it now.
f

MIXING SOCIAL SECURITY WITH
OPERATING EXPENSES, NO BUSI-
NESS IN AMERICA COULD DO
THAT

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, by
Washington definition, we have a budg-
et surplus, only by Washington defini-
tion. Because what we have done is mix
Social Security, our retirement, in
with operating expenses. No business in
America could do that. The President,
instead of wanting to put 100 percent of
the surplus back where it belongs into
the Social Security retirement ac-
count, he wants to spend 32 percent of
it on other programs, new programs.

One of them, for example, is to ex-
pand AmeriCorps. You may not be fa-
miliar with that. That is the one where
they pay volunteers, teenagers, to do
work that they were doing for free. The
Clinton administration now pays them
and calls it AmeriCorps.

I think we should preserve Social Se-
curity. We should protect it. We should
put 100 percent of the surplus back
where it belongs, into Social Security,
not into teenage volunteer payment
programs. That is part of the whacky
fringe left agenda and, Mr. President,
my grandmother says no.
f

IF WE WORK TOGETHER, WE CAN
STRENGTHEN SOCIAL SECURITY
AND MEDICARE

(Ms. STABENOW asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to strongly support the Presi-
dent’s proposal to take the overwhelm-
ing majority of the budget surplus and
place it into the Social Security Trust
Fund to protect Social Security and
Medicare. We have begun the process of
balancing the budget, but we have not
yet completed it until we repay the So-
cial Security Trust Fund and totally
strengthen Medicare. We can do that
under the President’s proposal by tak-
ing the overwhelming majority, 80 per-
cent of the surplus, and putting it back
towards strengthening Social Security
and Medicare. That then allows us to
take a small portion of the budget and
to invest it in other critical needs such
as defense preparedness and education.

If we work together, we can strength-
en Social Security and Medicare. We
can pay down the debt, which in the
long run will lower interest rates and
give a real tax cut to the middle class
by lowering interest payments on
mortgages, car payments, credit cards;
and that is the way that we get more
dollars back into people’s pockets.
f

FEDERAL BALONEY
(Mr. FORD asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, our Nation’s
governors are in town this week; and
many of them are here with their
hands out and their minds closed.

I am referring to several governors
who have taken aim at the President’s
budget proposals for education reform.

The President has proposed an ambi-
tious education agenda based on ac-
countability, performance, competition
and competency. He proposes to give
States and school districts the re-
sources they will need to modernize
their schools, hire qualified teachers
and reach higher standards.

What are the governors saying about
these proposals? The governor of Ar-
kansas says that he wants the dough
without the strings. The governor of
Mississippi called the administration’s
proposals Federal baloney.

These statements betray an alarming
ideological shift among these State ex-
ecutives. Fundamentally, what they
are saying is that they would like to
spend tax dollars with impunity. They
should know, as most citizens do, that
just as the private sector cannot spend
money without accountability, neither
can government.

Let us give the States the resources
they need but let us do it in a sound
and sensible way, with accountability.
That means ending social promotions,
but giving those kids and schools the
extra help they need to improve. That
means making sure that all teachers
are qualified. That means giving par-
ents annual report cards on student
performance.

Federal baloney, Mr. Speaker? Hard-
ly.

Let us end the rhetoric and embrace
the national leadership to turn around
our Nation’s schools.
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX the Chair an-
nounces that he will postpone further
proceedings today on each motion to
suspend the rules on which a recorded
vote or the yeas and nays are ordered,
or on which the vote is objected to
under clause 6 of rule XX.

Such rollcall votes, if postponed, will
be taken after debate has concluded on
all motions to suspend the rules.

f

OMNIBUS PARKS TECHNICAL
CORRECTIONS ACT OF 1999

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 149) to make technical correc-
tions to the Omnibus Parks and Public
Lands Management Act of 1996, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 149

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; REFERENCE TO OMNI-

BUS PARKS AND PUBLIC LANDS
MANAGEMENT ACT OF 1996.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Omnibus Parks Technical Corrections
Act of 1999’’.

(b) REFERENCE TO OMNIBUS PARKS ACT.—In
this Act, the term ‘‘Omnibus Parks Act’’
means the Omnibus Parks and Public Lands
Management Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–333;
110 Stat. 4093).

TITLE I—TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS TO
DIVISION I

SEC. 101. PRESIDIO OF SAN FRANCISCO.
Title I of division I of the Omnibus Parks

Act (16 U.S.C. 460bb note) is amended as fol-
lows:

(1) In section 101(2) (110 Stat. 4097), by
striking ‘‘the Presidio is’’ and inserting ‘‘the
Presidio was’’.

(2) In section 103(b)(1) (110 Stat. 4099), by
striking ‘‘other lands administrated by the
Secretary.’’ in the last sentence and insert-
ing ‘‘other lands administered by the Sec-
retary.’’.

(3) In section 105(a)(2) (110 Stat. 4104), by
striking ‘‘in accordance with section 104(h)
of this title.’’ and inserting ‘‘in accordance
with section 104(i) of this title.’’.
SEC. 102. COLONIAL NATIONAL HISTORICAL

PARK.
Section 211(d) of division I of the Omnibus

Parks Act (110 Stat. 4110; 16 U.S.C. 81p) is
amended by striking ‘‘depicted on the map
dated August 1993, numbered 333/80031A,’’ and
inserting ‘‘depicted on the map dated August
1996, numbered 333/80031B,’’.
SEC. 103. MERCED IRRIGATION DISTRICT.

Section 218(a) of division I of the Omnibus
Parks Act (110 Stat. 4113) is amended by
striking ‘‘this Act’’ and inserting ‘‘this sec-
tion’’.
SEC. 104. BIG THICKET NATIONAL PRESERVE.

Section 306 of division I of the Omnibus
Parks Act (110 Stat. 4132; 16 U.S.C. 698 note)
is amended as follows:

(1) In subsection (d), by striking ‘‘until the
earlier of the consummation of the exchange
of July 1, 1998,’’ and inserting ‘‘until the ear-
lier of the consummation of the exchange or
July 1, 1998,’’.

(2) In subsection (f)(2), by striking ‘‘in
Menard’’ and inserting ‘‘in the Menard’’.

SEC. 105. KENAI NATIVES ASSOCIATION LAND EX-
CHANGE.

Section 311 of division I of the Omnibus
Parks Act (110 Stat. 4139) is amended as fol-
lows:

(1) In subsection (d)(2)(B)(ii), by striking
‘‘W, Seward Meridian’’ and inserting ‘‘W.,
Seward Meridian’’.

(2) In subsection (f)(1), by striking ‘‘to be
know’’ and inserting ‘‘to be known’’.
SEC. 106. LAMPREY WILD AND SCENIC RIVER.

(a) TECHNICAL CORRECTION.—Section 3(a) of
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C
1274(a)), as amended by section 405(a) of divi-
sion I of the Omnibus Parks Act (110 Stat.
4149), is amended in the second sentence of
the paragraph relating to the Lamprey
River, New Hampshire, by striking ‘‘through
cooperation agreements’’ and inserting
‘‘through cooperative agreements’’.

(b) CROSS REFERENCE.—Section 405(b)(1) of
division I of the Omnibus Parks Act (110
Stat. 4149; 16 U.S.C. 1274 note) is amended by
striking ‘‘this Act’’ and inserting ‘‘the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act’’.
SEC. 107. VANCOUVER NATIONAL HISTORIC RE-

SERVE.
Section 502(a) of division I of the Omnibus

Parks Act (110 Stat. 4154; 16 U.S.C. 461 note)
is amended by striking ‘‘by the Vancouver
Historical Assessment’ published’’.
SEC. 108. MEMORIAL TO MARTIN LUTHER KING,

JR.
Section 508 of division I of the Omnibus

Parks Act (110 Stat. 4157, 40 U.S.C. 1003 note)
is amended as follows:

(1) In subsection (a), by striking ‘‘of 1986’’
and inserting ‘‘(40 U.S.C. 1001 et seq.)’’;.

(2) In subsection (b), by striking ‘‘the Act’’
and all that follows through ‘‘1986’’ and in-
serting ‘‘the Commemorative Works Act’’.

(3) In subsection (d), by striking ‘‘the Act
referred to in section 4401(b))’’ and inserting
‘‘the Commemorative Works Act)’’.
SEC. 109. ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC

PRESERVATION.
The first sentence of section 205(g) of the

National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C.
470m(g)), as amended by section 509(c) of di-
vision I of the Omnibus Parks Act (110 Stat.
4157), is amended by striking ‘‘for the pur-
pose.’’ and inserting ‘‘for that purpose.’’.
SEC. 110. GREAT FALLS HISTORIC DISTRICT, NEW

JERSEY.
Section 510(a)(1) of division I of the Omni-

bus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4158; 16 U.S.C. 461
note) is amended by striking ‘‘the contribu-
tion of our national heritage’’ and inserting
‘‘the contribution to our national heritage’’.
SEC. 111. NEW BEDFORD WHALING NATIONAL

HISTORICAL PARK.
(a) Section 511 of division I of the Omnibus

Parks Act (110 Stat. 4159; 16 U.S.C. 410ddd) is
amended as follows:

(1) In the section heading, by striking ‘‘na-
tional historic landmark district’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘whaling national historical park’’.

(2) In subsection (c)—
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘certain

districts structures, and relics’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘certain districts, structures, and rel-
ics’’; and

(B) in paragraph (2)(A)(i), by striking ‘‘The
area included with the New Bedford National
Historic Landmark District, known as the’’
and inserting ‘‘The area included within the
New Bedford Historic District (a National
Landmark District), also known as the’’.

(3) In subsection (d)(2), by striking ‘‘to pro-
vide’’.

(4) By redesignating the second subsection
(e) and subsection (f) as subsections (f) and
(g), respectively.

(5) In subsection (g), as so redesignated—
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘section

3(D).’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection (d).’’; and
(B) in paragraph (2)(C), by striking ‘‘coop-

erative grants under subsection (d)(2).’’ and

inserting ‘‘cooperative agreements under
subsection (e)(2).’’.
SEC. 112. NICODEMUS NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE.

Section 512(a)(1)(B) of division I of the Om-
nibus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4163; 16 U.S.C. 461
note) is amended by striking ‘‘Afican-Ameri-
cans’’ and inserting ‘‘African-Americans’’.
SEC. 113. UNALASKA.

Section 513(c) of division I of the Omnibus
Parks Act (110 Stat. 4165; 16 U.S.C. 461 note)
is amended by striking ‘‘whall be comprised’’
and inserting ‘‘shall be comprised’’.
SEC. 114. REVOLUTIONARY WAR AND WAR OF

1812 HISTORIC PRESERVATION
STUDY.

Section 603(d)(2) of division I of the Omni-
bus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4172; 16 U.S.C. 1a–5
note) is amended by striking ‘‘subsection (b)
shall—’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph (1)
shall—’’.
SEC. 115. SHENANDOAH VALLEY BATTLEFIELDS.

Section 606 of division I of the Omnibus
Parks Act (110 Stat. 4175; 16 U.S.C. 461 note)
is amended as follows:

(1) In subsection (d)—
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘section

5.’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection (e).’’;
(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘section

9.’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection (h).’’; and
(C) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘Commis-

sion plan approved by the Secretary under
section 6.’’ and inserting ‘‘plan developed and
approved under subsection (f).’’.

(2) In subsection (f)(1), by striking ‘‘this
Act’’ and inserting ‘‘this section’’.

(3) In subsection (g)—
(A) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘purposes

of this Act’’ and inserting ‘‘purposes of this
section’’; and

(B) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘section
9.’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection (i).’’.

(4) In subsection (h)(12), by striking ‘‘this
Act’’ and inserting ‘‘this section’’.
SEC. 116. WASHITA BATTLEFIELD.

Section 607 of division I of the Omnibus
Parks Act (110 Stat. 4181; 16 U.S.C. 461 note)
is amended—

(1) in subsection (c)(3), by striking ‘‘this
Act’’ and inserting ‘‘this section’’; and

(2) in subsection (d)(2), by striking ‘‘local
land owners’’ and inserting ‘‘local land-
owners’’.
SEC. 117. SKI AREA PERMIT RENTAL CHARGE.

Section 701 of division I of the Omnibus
Parks Act (110 Stat 4182; 16 U.S.C. 497c) is
amended as follows:

(1) In subsection (b)(3), by striking ‘‘legis-
lated by this Act’’ and inserting ‘‘required by
this section’’.

(2) In subsection (d)—
(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1),

by striking ‘‘formula of this Act’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘formula of this section’’;

(B) in paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) and in the
sentence below paragraph (3), by striking
‘‘this Act’’ each place it appears and insert-
ing ‘‘this section’’; and

(C) in the sentence below paragraph (3), by
inserting ‘‘adjusted gross revenue for the’’
before ‘‘1994–1995 base year’’.

(3) In subsection (f), by inserting inside the
parenthesis ‘‘offered for commercial or other
promotional purposes’’ after ‘‘complimen-
tary lift tickets’’.

(4) In subsection (i), by striking ‘‘this Act’’
and inserting ‘‘this section’’.
SEC. 118. GLACIER BAY NATIONAL PARK.

Section 3 of Public Law 91–383 (16 U.S.C.
1a–2), as amended by section 703 of division I
of the Omnibus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4185), is
amended as follows:

(1) In subsection (g), by striking ‘‘bearing
the cost of such exhibits and demonstra-
tions;’’ and inserting ‘‘bearing the cost of
such exhibits and demonstrations.’’.

(2) By capitalizing the first letter of the
first word in each of the subsections (a)
through (i).
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(3) By striking the semicolon at the end of

each of the subsections (a) through (f) and at
the end of subsection (h) and inserting a pe-
riod.

(4) In subsection (i), by striking ‘‘; and’’
and inserting a period.

(5) By conforming the margins of sub-
section (j) with the margins of the preceding
subsections.
SEC. 119. ROBERT J. LAGOMARSINO VISITOR CEN-

TER.
Section 809(b) of division I of the Omnibus

Parks Act (110 Stat. 4189; 16 U.S.C. 410ff note)
is amended by striking ‘‘section 301’’ and in-
serting ‘‘subsection (a)’’.
SEC. 120. NATIONAL PARK SERVICE ADMINISTRA-

TIVE REFORM.
(a) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.—Section 814 of

division I of the Omnibus Parks Act (110
Stat. 4190) is amended as follows:

(1) In subsection (a) (16 U.S.C. 17o note)—
(A) in paragraph (6), by striking ‘‘this Act’’

and inserting ‘‘this section’’;
(B) in paragraph (7)(B), by striking

‘‘COMPTETITIVE LEASING.—’’ and inserting
‘‘COMPETITIVE LEASING.—’’;

(C) in paragraph (9), by striking ‘‘granted
by statue’’ and inserting ‘‘granted by stat-
ute’’;

(D) in paragraph (11)(B)(ii), by striking
‘‘more cost effective’’ and inserting ‘‘more
cost-effective’’;

(E) in paragraph (13), by striking ‘‘para-
graph (13),’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph (12),’’;
and

(F) in paragraph (18), by striking ‘‘under
paragraph (7)(A)(i)(I), any lease under para-
graph (11)(B), and any lease of seasonal quar-
ters under subsection (l),’’ and inserting
‘‘under paragraph (7)(A) and any lease under
paragraph (11)’’.

(2) In subsection (d)(2)(E), by striking ‘‘is
amended’’.

(b) CHANGE TO PLURAL.—Section 7(c)(2) of
the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act
of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 460l–9(c)(2)), as added by
section 814(b) of the Omnibus Parks Act (110
Stat. 4194), is amended as follows:

(1) In subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘lands,
water, and interest therein’’ and inserting
‘‘lands, waters, and interests therein’’.

(2) In subparagraph (F), by striking ‘‘lands,
water, or interests therein, or a portion of
whose lands, water, or interests therein,’’
and inserting ‘‘lands, waters, or interests
therein, or a portion of whose lands, waters,
or interests therein,’’.

(c) ADD MISSING WORD.—Section 2(b) of
Public Law 101–337 (16 U.S.C. 19jj–1(b)), as
amended by section 814(h)(3) of the Omnibus
Parks Act (110 Stat. 4199), is amended by in-
serting ‘‘or’’ after ‘‘park system resource’’.
SEC. 121. BLACKSTONE RIVER VALLEY NATIONAL

HERITAGE CORRIDOR.
Section 6(d)(2) of the Act entitled ‘‘An Act

to establish the Blackstone River Valley Na-
tional Heritage Corridor in Massachusetts
and Rhode Island’’, approved November 10,
1986 (Public Law 99–647; 16 U.S.C. 461 note), as
added by section 901(c) of division I of the
Omnibus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4202), is
amended by striking ‘‘may be made in the
approval plan’’ and inserting ‘‘may be made
in the approved plan’’.
SEC. 122. TALLGRASS PRAIRIE NATIONAL PRE-

SERVE.
Subtitle A of title X of division I of the

Omnibus Parks Act is amended as follows:
(1) In section 1002(a)(4)(A) (110 Stat. 4204; 16

U.S.C. 689u(a)(4)(A)), by striking ‘‘to pur-
chase’’ and inserting ‘‘to acquire’’.

(2) In section 1004(b) (110 Stat. 4205; 16
U.S.C. 689u–2(b)), by striking ‘‘of June 3,
1994,’’ and inserting ‘‘on June 3, 1994,’’.

(3) In section 1005 (110 Stat. 4205; 16 U.S.C.
689u–3)—

(A) in subsection (d)(1), by striking ‘‘this
Act’’ and inserting ‘‘this subtitle’’; and

(B) in subsection (g)(3)(A), by striking ‘‘the
tall grass prairie’’ and inserting ‘‘the
tallgrass prairie’’.
SEC. 123. RECREATION LAKES.

(a) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.—Section
1021(a) of division I of the Omnibus Parks
Act (110 Stat. 4210; 16 U.S.C. 460l–10e note) is
amended as follows:

(1) By striking ‘‘manmade lakes’’ both
places it appears and inserting ‘‘man-made
lakes’’.

(2) By striking ‘‘for recreational opportuni-
ties at federally-managed’’ and inserting
‘‘for recreational opportunities at federally
managed’’.

(b) ADVISORY COMMISSION.—Section 13 of
the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act
of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 460l–10e), as added by sec-
tion 1021(b) of the Omnibus Parks Act (110
Stat. 4210), is amended as follows:

(1) In subsection (b)(6), by striking ‘‘recre-
ation related infrastructure.’’ and inserting
‘‘recreation-related infrastructure.’’.

(2) In subsection (e)—
(A) by striking ‘‘water related recreation’’

in the first sentence and inserting ‘‘water-re-
lated recreation’’;

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘at feder-
ally-managed lakes’’ and inserting ‘‘at feder-
ally managed lakes’’; and

(C) by striking ‘‘manmade lakes’’ each
place it appears and inserting ‘‘man-made
lakes’’.
SEC. 124. FOSSIL FOREST PROTECTION.

Section 103 of the San Juan Basin Wilder-
ness Protection Act of 1984 (43 U.S.C. 178), as
amended by section 1022(e) of the Omnibus
Parks Act (110 Stat. 4213), is amended as fol-
lows:

(1) In subsections (b)(1) and (e)(1), by strik-
ing ‘‘Committee on Natural Resources’’ and
inserting ‘‘Committee on Resources’’.

(2) In subsection (e)(1), by striking ‘‘this
Act’’ and inserting ‘‘this subsection’’.
SEC. 125. OPAL CREEK WILDERNESS AND SCENIC

RECREATION AREA.
Section 1023(c)(1)(A) of division I of the

Omnibus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4215; 16 U.S.C.
545b(c)(1)(A)) is amended by striking ‘‘of
1964’’.
SEC. 126. BOSTON HARBOR ISLANDS NATIONAL

RECREATION AREA.
Section 1029 of division I of the Omnibus

Parks Act (110 Stat. 4232; 16 U.S.C. 460kkk) is
amended as follows:

(1) In the section heading, by striking
‘‘recreation area’’ and inserting ‘‘national
recreation area’’.

(2) In subsection (b)(1), by inserting
quotation marks around the term ‘‘recre-
ation area’’.

(3) In subsection (e)(3)(B), by striking ‘‘sub-
sections (b) (3), (4), (5), (6), (7), (8), (9), and
(10).’’ and inserting ‘‘subparagraphs (C), (D),
(E), (F), (G), (H), (I), and (J) of paragraph
(2).’’.

(4) In subsection (f)(2)(A)(i), by striking
‘‘profit sector roles’’ and inserting ‘‘private-
sector roles’’.

(5) In subsection (g)(1), by striking ‘‘and
revenue raising activities.’’ and inserting
‘‘and revenue-raising activities.’’.
SEC. 127. NATCHEZ NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK.

(a) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 3(b)(1)
of Public Law 100–479 (16 U.S.C. 410oo–2(b)(1)),
as added by section 1030 of the Omnibus
Parks Act (110 Stat. 4238), is amended by
striking ‘‘and visitors’ center’’ and inserting
‘‘and visitor center’’.

(b) AMENDATORY INSTRUCTION.—Section
1030 of the Omnibus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4238)
is amended by striking ‘‘after ‘SEC. 3.’;’’ and
inserting ‘‘before ‘Except’;’’.
SEC. 128. REGULATION OF FISHING IN CERTAIN

WATERS OF ALASKA.
Section 1035 of division I of the Omnibus

Parks Act (110 Stat. 2240) is amended as fol-
lows:

(1) In the section heading, by striking ‘‘reg-
ulations’’ and inserting ‘‘regulation’’.

(2) In subsection (c), by striking ‘‘this Act’’
and inserting ‘‘this section’’.

TITLE II—TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS TO
DIVISION II

SEC. 201. NATIONAL COAL HERITAGE AREA.
Title I of division II of the Omnibus Parks

Act (16 U.S.C. 461 note) is amended as fol-
lows:

(1) In section 104(4) (110 Stat. 4244), by
striking ‘‘history preservation’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘historic preservation’’.

(2) In section 105 (110 Stat. 4244), by strik-
ing ‘‘paragraphs (2) and (5) of section 104’’
and inserting ‘‘paragraph (2) of section 104’’.

(3) In section 106(a)(3) (110 Stat. 4244), by
striking ‘‘or Secretary’’ and inserting ‘‘or
the Secretary’’.
SEC. 202. TENNESSEE CIVIL WAR HERITAGE

AREA.
Title II of division II of the Omnibus Parks

Act (16 U.S.C. 461 note) is amended as fol-
lows:

(1) In section 201(b)(4) (110 Stat. 4245), by
striking ‘‘and associated sites associated’’
and insert ‘‘and sites associated’’.

(2) In section 207(a) (110 Stat. 4248), by
striking ‘‘as provide for’’ and inserting ‘‘as
provided for’’.
SEC. 203. AUGUSTA CANAL NATIONAL HERITAGE

AREA.
Section 301(1) of division II of the Omnibus

Parks Act (110 Stat. 4249; 16 U.S.C. 461 note)
is amended by striking ‘‘National Historic
Register of Historic Places,’’ and inserting
‘‘National Register of Historic Places,’’.
SEC. 204. ESSEX NATIONAL HERITAGE AREA.

Section 501(a)(8) of division II of the Omni-
bus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4257; 16 U.S.C. 461
note) is amended by striking ‘‘a visitors’ cen-
ter’’ and inserting ‘‘a visitor center’’.
SEC. 205. OHIO & ERIE CANAL NATIONAL HERIT-

AGE CORRIDOR.
Title VIII of division II of the Omnibus

Parks Act (16 U.S.C. 461 note) is amended as
follows:

(1) In section 805(b)(2) (110 Stat. 4269), by
striking ‘‘One individuals,’’ and inserting
‘‘One individual,’’.

(2) In section 808(a)(3)(A) (110 Stat. 4279), by
striking ‘‘from the Committee.’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘from the Committee,’’.
SEC. 206. HUDSON RIVER VALLEY NATIONAL

HERITAGE AREA.
Section 908(a)(1)(B) of division II of the

Omnibus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4279; 16 U.S.C.
461 note) is amended by striking ‘‘on nonfed-
erally owned property’’ and inserting ‘‘for
non-federally owned property’’.
TITLE III—TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS TO

OTHER PUBLIC LAWS
SEC. 301. REAUTHORIZATION OF DELAWARE

WATER GAP NATIONAL RECREATION
AREA CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMIS-
SION.

Effective as of November 6, 1998, section 507
of Public Law 105–355 (112 Stat. 3264, 16 U.S.C.
460o note) is amended by striking ‘‘Public
Law 101–573’’ and inserting ‘‘Public Law 100–
573’’.
SEC. 302. ARCHES NATIONAL PARK EXPANSION

ACT OF 1998.
Section 8 of Public Law 92–155 (16 U.S.C.

272g), as added by section 2(e)(2) of the Arch-
es National Park Expansion Act of 1998 (Pub-
lic Law 105–329; 112 Stat. 3062), is amended as
follows:

(1) In subsection (b)(2), by striking ‘‘, de-
scribed as lots 1 through 12 located in the
S1⁄2N1⁄2 and the N1⁄2N1⁄2N1⁄2S1⁄2 of section 1,
Township 25 South, Range 18 East, Salt Lake
base and meridian.’’ and inserting ‘‘located
in section 1, Township 25 South, Range 18
East, Salt Lake base and meridian, and more
fully described as follows:
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‘‘(A) Lots 1 through 12.
‘‘(B) The S1⁄2N1⁄2 of such section.
‘‘(C) The N1⁄2N1⁄2N1⁄2S1⁄2 of such section.’’;

and
(2) By striking subsection (d).

SEC. 303. DUTCH JOHN FEDERAL PROPERTY DIS-
POSITION AND ASSISTANCE ACT OF
1998.

(a) TRANSFER OF JURISDICTION.—Section
6(b) of the Dutch John Federal Property Dis-
position and Assistance Act of 1998 (Public
Law 105–326; 112 Stat. 3044) is amended as fol-
lows:

(1) By striking the subsection heading and
inserting the following: ‘‘ADDITIONAL TRANS-
FERS OF ADMINISTRATIVE JURISDICTION.—’’.

(2) By striking paragraphs (1) and (2) and
inserting the following new paragraphs:

‘‘(1) TRANSFER FROM SECRETARY OF THE IN-
TERIOR.—The Secretary of the Interior shall
transfer to the Secretary of Agriculture ad-
ministrative jurisdiction over approximately
2,167 acres of lands and interests in land lo-
cated in Duchesne and Wasatch Counties,
Utah, that were acquired by the Secretary of
the Interior for the Central Utah Project, as
depicted on the maps entitled—

‘‘(A) the ‘Dutch John Townsite, Ashley Na-
tional Forest, Lower Stillwater’, dated Feb-
ruary 1997;

‘‘(B) The ‘Dutch John Townsite, Ashley
National Forest, Red Hollow (Diamond Prop-
erties)’, dated February 1997; and

‘‘(C) The ‘Dutch John Townsite, Ashley Na-
tional Forest, Coal Hollow (Current Creek
Reservoir)’, dated February 1997.

‘‘(2) TRANSFER FROM SECRETARY OF AGRI-
CULTURE.—The Secretary of Agriculture
shall transfer to the Secretary of the Inte-
rior administrative jurisdiction over ap-
proximately 2,450 acres of lands and interests
in lands located in the Ashley National For-
est, as depicted on the map entitled ‘Ashley
National Forest, Lands to be Transferred to
the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) from the
Forest Service’, dated February 1997.’’.

(3) In paragraph (3)(A), by striking the sec-
ond sentence and inserting the following new
sentence: ‘‘The boundaries of the Ashley Na-
tional Forest and the Uinta National Forest
are hereby adjusted to reflect the transfers
required by this section.’’.

(4) In paragraph (3)(B), by striking ‘‘The
transferred lands’’ and inserting ‘‘The lands
and interests in land transferred to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture under paragraph (1)’’.

(b) ELECTRIC POWER.—Section 13(d) of such
Act (112 Stat. 3053) is amended by striking
paragraph (1) and inserting the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(1) AVAILABILITY.—The United States
shall make available for the Dutch John
community electric power and associated en-
ergy previously reserved from the Colorado
River Storage Project for project use as firm
electric service.’’.
SEC. 304. OREGON PUBLIC LANDS TRANSFER

AND PROTECTION ACT OF 1998.
Section 3 of the Oregon Public Lands

Transfer and Protection Act of 1998 (Public
Law 105–321; 112 Stat. 3022) is amended as fol-
lows:

(1) In subsection (a), by striking paragraph
(3) and redesignating paragraphs (4) and (5)
as paragraphs (3) and (4), respectively.

(2) By striking subsection (b) and inserting
the following new subsection:

‘‘(b) POLICY OF NO NET LOSS OF O & C LAND
AND CBWR LAND.—In carrying out sales, pur-
chases, and exchanges of land in the geo-
graphic area, the Secretary shall ensure that
on October 30, 2008, and on the expiration of
each 10-year period thereafter, the number of
acres of O & C land and CBWR land in the ge-
ographic area is not less than the number of
acres of such land on October 30, 1998.’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from

Utah (Mr. HANSEN) and the gentleman
from Puerto Rico (Mr. ROMERO-
BARCELÓ) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Utah (Mr. HANSEN).

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 149 is a non-con-
troversial bill that would make a num-
ber of simple technical corrections to
the Omnibus Parks and Public Lands
Management Act of 1996 and other laws
related to parks and public lands man-
agement. This bill is completely bipar-
tisan and has wide support from the ad-
ministration.

In each congressional session, large
numbers of individual pieces of legisla-
tion are passed and written into law.
Often, small mistakes and errors are
made in the drafting and printing of
the final language that becomes the ac-
tual law. For example, an incorrect
map number might be found or a period
is missing from a sentence or a word is
spelled incorrectly.
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This bill makes necessary technical
corrections to language which has been
written into many of our various laws
and makes certain we have dotted the
I’s and crossed all the T’s. In crafting
this bill, we have discovered a few
other technical corrections that needed
to be made; and these are reflected in
the bill, as amended.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support H.R. 149.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

(Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Speak-
er, H.R. 149 is a housekeeping measure
introduced by the gentleman from
Utah (Mr. HANSEN), Chairman of the
Subcommittee on National Parks and
Public Lands.

The bill makes numerous technical
corrections to the Omnibus Parks and
Public Lands Act of 1996 to fix punctu-
ation, map references and other minor
drafting errors that exist in the law.

Several additional technical correc-
tions were identified, and they were in-
cluded in amendments adopted by the
Committee on Resources. There are no
problems with the bill as amended by
the Committee on Resources, and we
support its passage.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Utah (Mr. HANSEN)
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 149, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)

the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

The title of the bill was amended so
as to read: ‘‘A bill to make technical
corrections to the Omnibus Parks and
Public Lands Management Act of 1996
and to other laws related to parks and
public lands.’’.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

COASTAL HERITAGE TRAIL
ROUTE, NEW JERSEY, AUTHOR-
IZATION

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 171) to authorize appropriations
for the Coastal Heritage Trail Route in
New Jersey, and for other purposes.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 171

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS.
Section 6 of Public Law 100–515 (16 U.S.C.

1244 note) is amended—
(1) in subsection (b)(1), by striking

‘‘$1,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$4,000,000’’; and
(2) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘five’’ and

inserting ‘‘10’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Utah (Mr. HANSEN) and the gentleman
from Puerto Rico (Mr. ROMERO-
BARCELÓ) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Utah (Mr. HANSEN).

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 171 introduced by
my colleague, the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. LOBIONDO), would author-
ize appropriations for the Coastal Her-
itage Trail Route in the State of New
Jersey and also extend the authority
provided to the Secretary of the Inte-
rior when the route was initially estab-
lished in 1988.

H.R. 171 would continue and complete
the cooperative efforts already begun
by the parties involved by authorizing
$4 million to carry out the purposes of
this act. This bill also authorizes the
Secretary to continue the authorities
established in 1988 for the New Jersey
Coastal Heritage Trail Route for an ad-
ditional 5 years.

This bill has bipartisan support, and
I urge my colleagues to support H.R.
171.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

(Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Speak-
er, H.R. 171, introduced by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr.
LOBIONDO) reauthorizes for 5 years the
time during which the National Park
Service can participate in an ongoing
public-private partnership to develop a
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vehicular tour route along the New
Jersey coastline. Further, the bill
raises the existing authorization of ap-
propriations to a total of $4 million for
trail development and interpretation of
resources.

The Subcommittee on National
Parks and Public Lands held a hearing
on identical legislation in the last Con-
gress. The administration testified in
favor of the legislation, and the bill
was favorably reported to the full com-
mittee, but no further action was
taken.

We are aware of no controversy asso-
ciated with H.R. 171. It has bipartisan
support, and we urge our colleagues to
support the passage of this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
LOBIONDO), the sponsor of this bill.

Mr. LoBIONDO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in strong support of H.R. 171, the
New Jersey Coastal Heritage Trail Re-
authorization Act.

I would also like to take this oppor-
tunity to thank the gentleman from
Utah (Mr. HANSEN), the chair of the
subcommittee, and the gentleman from
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG), the chair of the
full Committee on Resources, for their
help and cooperation in bringing this
important legislation to the floor.

H.R. 171 would extend the authoriza-
tion of the Trail to provide an addi-
tional $4 million over 5 years to com-
plete the work that was begun in 1988.

This extension is needed to complete
a number of projects such as interpre-
tive exhibits, wayside signs and other
visitor-related services. Simply put,
enaction of H.R. 171 will prevent the
Coastal Heritage Trail from being
caught in an unfinished, ‘‘work in
progress’’ condition.

Legislation establishing the Trail
was passed by Congress in 1988, thanks
to the leadership of Senator Bill Brad-
ley. Its original intent was to unify
New Jersey’s many scenic points of in-
terest along the State’s Atlantic
Ocean, Delaware River and Delaware
Bay shorelines.

These points of interest include a
wealth of environmental, historic, mar-
itime and recreational sites found
along New Jersey’s coastlines, ranging
from Perth Amboy to the north, Deep-
water to the west, and Cape May in the
extreme southern tip of the State.

The Trail’s area includes two Na-
tional Wildlife Refuges, four tribu-
taries of a Wild and Scenic River sys-
tem, a Civil War fort and national cem-
etery, several lighthouses, historic
homes, and several other sites tied to
southern New Jersey’s maritime his-
tory. In short, Mr. Speaker, the Coast-
al Heritage Trail incorporates the best
of what New Jersey has to offer the
rest of the Nation.

More importantly, the completed
Trail will stimulate the local economy
in southern New Jersey by attracting
tourists from the entire Delaware Val-

ley region. And although the Second
Congressional District is known for its
seaside resort communities, there are a
number of treasures in Salem, Cum-
berland and Cape May Counties that
the Trail will tap into.

One exciting aspect is its focus on
maritime history. There is a rich story
to be told about the industries once
sustained by the Delaware Bay, such as
whaling, shipbuilding, oystering and
crabbing. While we often define our Na-
tion’s history through military or po-
litical milestones, the Trail will serve
to remind visitors that maritime-de-
pendent commerce was a major factor
in the growth of the United States.

In addition, ‘‘eco-tourism’’ along the
Coastal Heritage Trail has proven to be
a huge success. There is an abundant
variety of natural habitats and species
to be found on the Trail. During the
springtime, for instance, visitors from
Heislerville can watch the annual spec-
tacle of thousands and thousands of
horseshoe crabs returning to lay their
eggs on the beach. Whale and dolphin
watching have become extremely popu-
lar, and bird lovers from throughout
the country, and in fact around the
world, are realizing what southern New
Jersey residents have known all along,
that our region is unmatched for ob-
serving migratory birds, ospreys and
bald eagles.

Finally, let me point out to the Mem-
bers of the House that the New Jersey
Coastal Heritage Trail is a Federal,
State and private partnership that
works. The Trail has been supported by
the New Jersey Division of Travel and
Tourism, local community groups, non-
profit societies and corporate sources.

Mr. Speaker, far from a new and cost-
ly government project, H.R. 171 rep-
resents the kind of program that Con-
gress should be encouraging: preserva-
tion-minded with the potential for
positive economic impact on local com-
munities.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to cosponsor H.R. 171 to reauthorize New Jer-
sey’s Coastal Heritage Trail, and I thank the
leadership for bringing this bill to the floor.

For those of my colleagues who have trav-
eled through New Jersey, but have not experi-
enced her coastal vitality, I invite and encour-
age you to visit the Coastal Heritage Trail’s
points of interest in the sixth district.
Cheesequake State Park offers a variety of
outdoors activities and facilities from swim-
ming and camping, to hiking trails and a na-
ture center. Along the Sandy Hook Bay is the
Bedford Seafood CO-OP, the oldest fishing
port on the East Coast. The Leonardo State
Marina includes 179 slips and can accommo-
date boats up to 45 feet in length. From Mount
Mitchill Scenic Overlook, visitors can view
Sandy Hook Bay, the Atlantic Ocean, and the
New York City skyline. The Sandy Hook Unit
of Gateway National Recreation Area show-
cases seven miles of ocean beaches, the wa-
ters of Sandy Hook Bay, a salt marsh, dunes,
a maritime forest, and a habitat for migratory
shorebirds. The Steamboat Dock Museum of
the Keyport Historical Society interprets the
history and maritime traditions of Keyport,
which was settled as a private plantation in

1714, and became a major port for oystering
in the 1830s. Finally, Twin Light State Historic
Site served as an important maritime naviga-
tional aid for ships, and hosts one of the origi-
nal life boat stations built by the U.S. govern-
ment.

The New Jersey Coastal Heritage Trail is
the result of an innovative partnership be-
tween the National Park Service, New Jer-
sey’s State and local governments, and pri-
vate individuals and organizations. The origi-
nal legislation establishing the trail was en-
acted in 1988. In 1944, the trail was reauthor-
ized with a 50 percent match requirement of
non-federal funds. Since then, the Park Serv-
ice has matched $1 million in federal funding
with over $800,000 from other sources.

The trail is now approximately 50 percent
complete. The legislation before the House
today will increase authorized appropriations
for the trail from $1 million to $4 million. It will
also extend the National Park Service’s au-
thority to participate in the trail’s development
for five years, from May 1999 to May 2004.
This will give the Park Service the additional
time and funding it needs to complete New
Jersey’s Coastal Heritage Trial.

Mr. Speaker, New Jersey’s special places
are celebrated and protected through the
Coastal Heritage Trail. I urge the favorable
consideration of this legislation.

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of this legislation. The New Jersey Coast-
al Heritage Trail is an important component of
the New Jersey shore line. It plays a vital role
in educating visitors and citizens of our state
alike that New Jersey is a beautiful and scenic
place to live and visit. The Coastal Heritage
Trail Route gives us the opportunity to both
preserve and appreciate the beauty of the Jer-
sey shore.

The trail, which begins in Perth Amboy, runs
the entire length of New Jersey’s Atlantic
Ocean shore, traversing eight counties. It goes
through the Pine Barrens, one of the most
beautiful sections of the Garden State, all the
way to the southern tip of historic Cape May.
The trail then follows the Delaware Bay north-
ward to Deepwater, New Jersey.

This Trail was first established over a dec-
ade ago in 1988. It has been a joint effort of
the State of New Jersey, the National Park
Service, and other organizations. Their efforts
have provided much public appreciation, edu-
cation, and enjoyment of this scenic and natu-
ral area of New Jersey.

The bill before the Congress today will con-
tinue these efforts into the next century. H.R.
171 extends the New Jersey Coastal Heritage
Trail’s authorization for five years. it will further
help to strengthen the Trail, by increasing its
authorized funding level from $1 million to $4
million. I commend my colleague from South
Jersey, Congressman LOBIONDO, for his ef-
forts in this Congress as well as in previous
years on behalf of the Coastal Heritage Trail.
I urge my colleagues to vote for this important
legislation. Thank you.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Speak-
er, we have no speakers on this issue,
so we yield back the balance of our
time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Utah (Mr. HANSEN)
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that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 171.

The question was taken.
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, on that I

demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.
f

SUDBURY, ASSABET, AND CON-
CORD WILD AND SCENIC RIVER
ACT

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 193) to designate a portion of the
Sudbury, Assabet, and Concord Rivers
as a component of the National Wild
and Scenic Rivers System, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 193

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Sudbury,
Assabet, and Concord Wild and Scenic River
Act’’.
SEC. 2. DESIGNATION OF SUDBURY, ASSABET,

AND CONCORD SCENIC AND REC-
REATIONAL RIVERS, MASSACHU-
SETTS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) The Sudbury, Assabet, and Concord
Wild and Scenic River Study Act (title VII of
Public Law 101–628; 104 Stat. 4497)—

(A) designated segments of the Sudbury,
Assabet, and Concord Rivers in the Common-
wealth of Massachusetts, totaling 29 river
miles, for study and potential addition to the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System; and

(B) directed the Secretary of the Interior
to establish the Sudbury, Assabet, and Con-
cord Rivers Study Committee (in this sec-
tion referred to as the ‘‘Study Committee’’)
to advise the Secretary in conducting the
study and in the consideration of manage-
ment alternatives should the rivers be in-
cluded in the National Wild and Scenic Riv-
ers System.

(2) The study determined the following
river segments are eligible for inclusion in
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System
based on their free-flowing condition and
outstanding scenic, recreation, wildlife, cul-
tural, and historic values:

(A) The 16.6-mile segment of the Sudbury
River beginning at the Danforth Street
Bridge in the town of Framingham, to its
confluence with the Assabet River.

(B) The 4.4-mile segment of the Assabet
River from 1,000 feet downstream from the
Damon Mill Dam in the town of Concord to
the confluence with the Sudbury River at
Egg Rock in Concord.

(C) The 8-mile segment of the Concord
River from Egg Rock at the confluence of
the Sudbury and Assabet Rivers to the Route
3 bridge in the town of Billerica.

(3) The towns that directly abut the seg-
ments, including Framingham, Sudbury,
Wayland, Lincoln, Concord, Bedford, Car-
lisle, and Billerica, Massachusetts, have each
demonstrated their desire for National Wild
and Scenic River designation through town
meeting votes endorsing designation.

(4) During the study, the Study Committee
and the National Park Service prepared a
comprehensive management plan for the seg-
ment, entitled ‘‘Sudbury, Assabet and Con-

cord Wild and Scenic River Study, River
Conservation Plan’’ and dated March 16, 1995
(in this section referred to as the ‘‘plan’’),
which establishes objectives, standards, and
action programs that will ensure long-term
protection of the rivers’ outstanding values
and compatible management of their land
and water resources.

(5) The Study Committee voted unani-
mously on February 23, 1995, to recommend
that the Congress include these segments in
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System
for management in accordance with the plan.

(b) DESIGNATION.—Section 3(a) of the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 1274(a)) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(160) SUDBURY, ASSABET, AND CONCORD
RIVERS, MASSACHUSETTS.—(A) The 29 miles
of river segments in Massachusetts, as fol-
lows:

‘‘(i) The 14.9-mile segment of the Sudbury
River beginning at the Danforth Street
Bridge in the town of Framingham, down-
stream to the Route 2 Bridge in Concord, as
a scenic river.

‘‘(ii) The 1.7-mile segment of the Sudbury
River from the Route 2 Bridge downstream
to its confluence with the Assabet River at
Egg Rock, as a recreational river.

‘‘(iii) The 4.4-mile segment of the Assabet
River beginning 1,000 feet downstream from
the Damon Mill Dam in the town of Concord,
to its confluence with the Sudbury River at
Egg Rock in Concord; as a recreational river.

‘‘(iv) The 8-mile segment of the Concord
River from Egg Rock at the confluence of
the Sudbury and Assabet Rivers downstream
to the Route 3 Bridge in the town of Bil-
lerica, as a recreational river.

‘‘(B) The segments referred to in subpara-
graph (A) shall be administered by the Sec-
retary of the Interior in cooperation with
the SUASCO River Stewardship Council pro-
vided for in the plan referred to in subpara-
graph (C) through cooperative agreements
under section 10(e) between the Secretary
and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts
and its relevant political subdivisions (in-
cluding the towns of Framingham, Wayland,
Sudbury, Lincoln, Concord, Carlisle, Bedford,
and Billerica).

‘‘(C) The segments referred to in subpara-
graph (A) shall be managed in accordance
with the plan entitled ‘Sudbury, Assabet and
Concord Wild and Scenic River Study, River
Conservation Plan’, dated March 16, 1995.
The plan is deemed to satisfy the require-
ment for a comprehensive management plan
under subsection (d) of this section.’’.

(c) FEDERAL ROLE IN MANAGEMENT.—(1)
The Director of the National Park Service or
the Director’s designee shall represent the
Secretary of the Interior in the implementa-
tion of the plan, this section, and the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act with respect to each
of the segments designated by the amend-
ment made by subsection (b), including the
review of proposed federally assisted water
resources projects that could have a direct
and adverse effect on the values for which
the segment is established, as authorized
under section 7(a) of the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 1278(a)).

(2) Pursuant to sections 10(e) and section
11(b)(1) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16
U.S.C. 1281(e), 1282(b)(1)), the Director shall
offer to enter into cooperative agreements
with the Commonwealth of Massachusetts,
its relevant political subdivisions, the Sud-
bury Valley Trustees, and the Organization
for the Assabet River. Such cooperative
agreements shall be consistent with the plan
and may include provisions for financial or
other assistance from the United States to
facilitate the long-term protection, con-
servation, and enhancement of each of the
segments designated by the amendment
made by subsection (b).

(3) The Director may provide technical as-
sistance, staff support, and funding to assist
in the implementation of the plan, except
that the total cost to the Federal Govern-
ment of activities to implement the plan
may not exceed $100,000 each fiscal year.

(4) Notwithstanding section 10(c) of the
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C.
1281(c)), any portion of a segment designated
by the amendment made by subsection (b)
that is not already within the National Park
System shall not under this section—

(A) become a part of the National Park
System;

(B) be managed by the National Park Serv-
ice; or

(C) be subject to regulations which govern
the National Park System.

(d) WATER RESOURCES PROJECTS.—(1) In de-
termining whether a proposed water re-
sources project would have a direct and ad-
verse effect on the values for which the seg-
ments designated by the amendment made
by subsection (b) were included in the Na-
tional Wild and Scenic Rivers System, the
Secretary of the Interior shall specifically
consider the extent to which the project is
consistent with the plan.

(2) The plan, including the detailed Water
Resources Study incorporated by reference
in the plan and such additional analysis as
may be incorporated in the future, shall
serve as the primary source of information
regarding the flows needed to maintain
instream resources and potential compatibil-
ity between resource protection and possible
additional water withdrawals.

(e) LAND MANAGEMENT.—(1) The zoning by-
laws of the towns of Framingham, Sudbury,
Wayland, Lincoln, Concord, Carlisle, Bed-
ford, and Billerica, Massachusetts, as in ef-
fect on the date of enactment of this Act, are
deemed to satisfy the standards and require-
ments under section 6(c) of the Wild and Sce-
nic rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 1277(c)). For the pur-
pose of that section, the towns are deemed to
be ‘‘villages’’ and the provisions of that sec-
tion which prohibit Federal acquisition of
lands through condemnation shall apply.

(2) The United States Government shall
not acquire by any means title to land, ease-
ments, or other interests in land along the
segments designated by the amendment
made by subsection (b) or their tributaries
for the purposes of designation of the seg-
ments under the amendment. Nothing in this
section shall prohibit Federal acquisition of
interests in land along those segments or
tributaries under other laws for other pur-
poses.

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
the Secretary of the Interior to carry out
this section not to exceed $100,000 for each
fiscal year.

(g) EXISTING UNDESIGNATED PARAGRAPHS;
REMOVAL OF DUPLICATION.—Section 3(a) of
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C.
1274(a)) is amended—

(1) by striking the first undesignated para-
graph after paragraph (156), relating to Elk-
horn Creek, Oregon; and

(2) by designating the three remaining un-
designated paragraphs after paragraph (156)
as paragraphs (157), (158), and (159), respec-
tively.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Utah (Mr. HANSEN) and the gentleman
from Puerto Rico (Mr. ROMERO-
BARCELÓ) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Utah (Mr. HANSEN).

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 198, introduced by
the gentleman from Massachusetts
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(Mr. MEEHAN), would amend the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act by designating a
29-mile segment of the Sudbury,
Assabet, and Concord Rivers in the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts as
part of the National Wild and Scenic
River System. The management of the
rivers will follow the direction of a co-
operative agreement between the Na-
tional Park Service and a local River
Stewardship Council. This bill makes
it clear that Federal land acquisition,
including easements, is prohibited.

H.R. 193 would also authorize an ap-
propriation to the Secretary of the In-
terior to carry out the provisions of
this bill. This appropriation shall not
exceed $100,000 per fiscal year.

Mr. Speaker, the amendment to this
bill simply makes a technical correc-
tion to the numbered sequence of the
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. I urge my
colleagues to support this bipartisan
measure.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

(Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Speak-
er, H.R. 193, introduced by the gen-
tleman from the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts (Mr. MEEHAN), would
designate segments of the Sudbury,
Assabet and Concord Rivers totaling 29
miles in the Commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts as components of the National
Wild and Scenic Rivers System.

Title VII of Public Law 101–628 au-
thorized the study of these river sys-
tems. The study has been completed,
and the river systems were found fea-
sible and suitable for designation.

H.R. 193 would implement the rec-
ommendations of the river study, in-
cluding providing for management of
the river segments by the Secretary of
the Interior in cooperation with a co-
ordinating committee and in accord-
ance with a management plan that has
been completed as part of the study.

The Committee on Resources favor-
ably reported identical legislation last
Congress and an identical Senate bill
passed the House last fall, with an un-
related amendment. Unfortunately,
final action on that measure was not
able to be completed prior to adjourn-
ment.

The bill is supported by the entire
Massachusetts delegation as well as
the administration. We believe that it,
again, deserves the support of the full
House. It is a bipartisan bill, and we
would urge to our colleagues the adop-
tion of H.R. 193.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MEEHAN).

(Mr. MEEHAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 193.

I would like to thank my colleagues
in the House from both parties, and in
particular the distinguished gentleman
from Utah (Mr. HANSEN) for his co-
operation not only this year but the
last session as well.

I would also like to thank the gen-
tleman from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG), chair
of the Committee on Resources; the
gentleman from California (Mr. MIL-
LER); and the gentleman from Puerto
Rico (Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ) in particu-
lar for all of their efforts and continu-
ing support of this legislation.

H.R. 193 will amend the Wild and Sce-
nic Rivers Act to designate portions of
the Sudbury, Assabet, and Concord
Rivers in Massachusetts as ‘‘wild and
scenic.’’ This designation will protect
these rivers from Federal projects that
would otherwise have direct and ad-
verse impacts on the free-flowing char-
acter of those rivers.

My constituents from Sudbury,
Wayland, Lincoln, Concord, Carlisle
and Billerica, and others from Fra-
mingham and Bedford, have invested
an enormous amount of time and en-
ergy and effort in securing wild and
scenic status for portions of these
three beautiful rivers.

With the help of the National Park
Service and the Commonwealth of Mas-
sachusetts, they completed a congres-
sionally authorized study that dem-
onstrated the rivers’ exemplary charac-
teristics and recommended them for
wild and scenic designation.

This legislation is a product of a
grassroots movement that started over
a decade ago. All eight towns bordering
the rivers have voiced unanimous sup-
port for the designation through nu-
merous town meeting votes. They have
also approved the river conservation
plan that will guide the rivers’ man-
agement. It is important to note, as
the gentleman from Utah (Mr. HANSEN)
has, that H.R. 193 explicitly precluded
any Federal taking of private land.

Mr. Speaker, the Sudbury, Assabet,
and Concord Rivers have been cher-
ished by Massachusetts residents for
hundreds of years and are known
throughout the New England region for
their exceptional scenic, ecological,
recreational and historic value. The
historical significance of events along
these rivers goes back to the American
Revolution, as their banks served as a
Revolutionary War battleground.

Today, people come from all over the
country to visit the Old North Bridge
on the Concord River where the famous
‘‘shot heard around the world’’ was
fired. This confrontation sent British
troops into retreat and back to Boston
in an event that would take on global
significance in man’s universal strug-
gle for liberty.

American poets, novelists and phi-
losophers such as Ralph Waldo Emer-
son and Henry David Thoreau have
drawn inspiration over the years from
these rivers, which were featured in
many of their works. Over 100 years

ago, Nathaniel Hawthorne eloquently
wrote, ‘‘Rowing our boat against the
current, between wide meadows, we
turn aside into the Assabet. A more
lovely stream than this, for a mile
above its junction with the Concord,
has never flowed on Earth.’’ Nowhere
indeed, except to lave the interior of a
poet’s imagination.’’

b 1430

Mr. Speaker, I urge support for this
bill.

Mr. MARKEY. I rise in support of H.R. 193,
the ‘‘Sudbury, Assabet, and Concord Wild and
Scenic River Act.’’ Wild and scenic areas are
found not only in the vast expanses of the
American West but also in pockets in the
midst of the cities and towns of the East. As
the areas around Boston, including my own
district, become increasingly crowded and
urban, it is important to preserve natural areas
where the beauty and tranquillity of nature can
become a part of the everyday lives of local
communities.

Through the Sudbury, Assabet, and Con-
cord rivers has flowed a remarkable current of
history and beauty. Back in 1837 Ralph Waldo
Emerson commemorated events that had
taken place above the Concord River in 1775
with his unforgettable words, ‘‘by the rude
bridge that arched the flood, their flag to
April’s breeze unfurled, here once the
embattl’d farmers stood, and fired the shot
heard round the world.’’ Nathanial Hawthorne
wrote of the beauty of the Assabet: ‘‘Rowing
our boat against the current, between wide
meadows, we turn aside into the Assabeth. A
more lovely stream than this, for a mile above
its junction with the Concord, has never flowed
on Earth,—where, indeed, except to lave the
interior of a poet’s imagination.’’

Today we have even greater need of scenic
rivers to excite the ‘‘poet’s imagination’’ in
each of us. This bill, by giving Wild and Scenic
River status to the Assabet, Sudbury, and
concord rivers, will help ensure that they con-
tinue to inspire local communities and the na-
tion in this and future generations. I would like
to thank my distinguished colleague Mr. MEE-
HAN for his tenacious leadership on this bill,
and I am glad to join the bipartisan roster of
its supporters.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Utah
(Mr. HANSEN) that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 193, as
amended.

The question was taken.
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, on that I

demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays are ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
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which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 149, H.R. 171, and H.R.
193, the three bills just considered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Utah?

There was no objection.
f

HIRAM H. WARD FEDERAL BUILD-
ING AND UNITED STATES
COURTHOUSE
Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.

Speaker, I move to suspend the rules
and pass the bill (H.R. 92) to designate
the Federal building and United States
courthouse located at 251 North Main
Street in Winston-Salem, North Caro-
lina, as the ‘‘Hiram H. Ward Federal
Building and United States Court-
house.’’

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 92

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. DESIGNATION.

The Federal building and United States
courthouse located at 251 North Main Street
in Winston-Salem, North Carolina, shall be
known and designated as the ‘‘Hiram H.
Ward Federal Building and United States
Courthouse’’.
SEC. 2. REFERENCES.

Any reference in a law, map, regulation,
document, paper, or other record of the
United States to the Federal building re-
ferred to in section 1 shall be deemed to be
a reference to the ‘‘Hiram H. Ward Federal
Building and United States Courthouse’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. FRANKS) and the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. WISE)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. FRANKS).

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 92 designates the
Federal building and the United States
courthouse located in Winston-Salem,
North Carolina, as the ‘‘Hiram H. Ward
Federal Building and United States
Courthouse.’’

Hiram H. Ward is a distinguished ju-
rist who sat on the Federal bench for
more than 20 years. He was born and
raised in North Carolina and served in
the United States Army Air Force dur-
ing World War II. In 1972, President
Nixon appointed Judge Ward to the
Federal bench for the Middle District
for North Carolina.

He served the Middle District as a
judge and chief judge until 1988 when
he elected to take senior status. How-
ever, even in senior status, Judge Ward
continued to sit for an additional 6
years with the Fourth Circuit Court of
Appeals.

This is a fitting tribute to a dedi-
cated public servant. I support the bill,
and I urge my colleagues to support
the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

(Mr. WISE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks, and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I also want
to echo the words of the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. FRANKS), our
subcommittee chairman, in recogniz-
ing Judge Ward for his many accom-
plishments and certainly echoing our
enthusiasm for naming the courthouse
the ‘‘Hiram H. Ward Federal Building
and United States Courthouse.’’

Judge Ward became the chief judge
in 1982. In 1988, Judge Ward took senior
status. He was a member of various ju-
dicial committees, including member-
ship on the Committee on Codes of
Conduct of the Judicial Conference.

As an alumnist of Wake Forest un-
dergraduate school and law school,
Judge Ward is an active participant on
the Board of Visitors of Wake Forest
University. Additionally, he is a deco-
rated World War II veteran and earned
the Purple Heart.

The committee received numerous
letters of support for this bill.

I will include for the RECORD letters
of support and recognition. For
brevity’s sake, I will summarize these
letters by saying that there is unani-
mous agreement on Judge Ward’s out-
standing contributions to the judicial
community as well as his tireless ef-
forts as a public servant.

I support H.R. 92 and urge its pas-
sage.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I yield as much time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. COBLE), my distin-
guished colleague.

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
FRANKS) and the gentleman from West
Virginia (Mr. WISE) for their work in
this matter.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is not a case of
first impression before this body. It
was before us in the last session of the
Congress and was approved by the
House where it went to the Senate to
unfortunately die on the vine because
the Senate adjourned prior to address-
ing several proposals to name buildings
in honor of outstanding Americans.

My friends, the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. FRANKS) and the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. WISE) have
told us much about Judge Ward. As has
been mentioned, he is an alumnist of
Wake Forest University, which is not
located in my district. The gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. BURR) and
the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. WATT) each represent portions of
Forsyth County in which Winston-
Salem is located.

But I had the privilege of appearing
before Judge Ward on several occasions
21⁄2 decades ago as an assistant United
States attorney. At that time, the
United States Attorney was Bill Osteen
who now himself sits as a United
States District Judge in the Middle
District of North Carolina.

As was mentioned by either the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. FRANKS)
or the gentleman from West Virginia
(Mr. WISE), Judge Ward distinguished
himself prominently during the Second
World War, amassed a very impressive
war record during that time.

Mr. Speaker, if I may, I would like to
share a personal story which I think
speaks volumes as to the man whom we
honor today. This was the first appear-
ance on the bench by Judge Ward. I do
not recall the specific year, nor the
month. But it was early in the morn-
ing, early in the morning by court
standards, Mr. Speaker, 9:30, 10 o’clock.
This was the judge’s first appearance,
as I say, as a jurist.

The first order of business that morn-
ing, my friends, was a naturalization
ceremony whereby a German woman
who had applied for citizenship was
recognized that morning, and citizen-
ship was in fact conferred upon her.

At the conclusion of the naturaliza-
tion ceremony, the newly addressed
American woman began to weep, and
her sobs became almost uncontrollable.
She was weeping heavily. Keep in
mind, Judge Ward, although he was a
seasoned trial attorney, he was none-
theless a rookie judge. This was his
first day in court with the robe.

He looked down from the bench into
the eyes of that sobbing German-born
woman, and he said to her, ‘‘Madam, is
there anything that we, the court, can
do to assist you in your trouble?″

She regained her composure, and she
said to Judge Ward, ‘‘My tears, Your
Honor, are tears of joy.’’ She said, ‘‘I
am so happy to be a newly recognized
American citizen, but I am weeping be-
cause my family and my friends are in
Germany, and they are not here in Dur-
ham.’’ This was in Durham, North
Carolina. ‘‘They are not here in Dur-
ham to share this very special day in
my life with me.’’ Then her sobs be-
came more softly expressed.

Judge Ward said to her, ‘‘Madam,
most of the people in this courtroom
today are Americans as a result of geo-
graphic consequences, where their par-
ents happened to be residing at the
time of their birth. But,’’ he said to
her, ‘‘you, madam, unlike most people
in this courtroom today, are an Amer-
ican by choice. You have chosen to
abandon your citizenship as a German
woman, and you have become an Amer-
ican.’’

Mr. Speaker, I think I will never for-
get that exchange. Judge Ward’s words
were so comforting to her, she ceased
her weeping, and her facial response ex-
pressed a smile. I think she even audi-
bly laughed as a result.

I concluded then, I said, the calm, as-
suring manner expressed by Judge
Ward that morning assuaged the dis-
comfort that plagued and troubled this
German-born woman upon whom
American citizenship had just been
conferred.

I concluded without saying so aloud
that this man on the bench will become
an outstanding jurist. My conclusion,
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Mr. Speaker, was prophetic. Judge
Hiram Ward has indeed become an out-
standing jurist. I am pleased to be the
sponsor of this bill.

I again thank my friends, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. FRANKS)
and the gentleman from West Virginia
(Mr. WISE) for their assistance, and the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Chair-
man SHUSTER) and the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), the ranking
member of the full Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

I urge my colleagues in the House to
vote favorably in passage of this pro-
posal.

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
BURR), my distinguished colleague.

(Mr. BURR of North Carolina asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BURR of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I am indeed honored to be
here and rise in support of H.R. 92. This
bill was previously unanimously passed
by this body in the 105th Congress but
was not taken up by the United States
Senate.

We have heard about the human face
behind Judge Ward by the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. Coble). Clear-
ly, nobody can tell it better than the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
COBLE).

Let me tell my colleagues a little bit
about Hiram Ward, though. After his
plane was shot down in a World War II
mission over Burma, Judge Ward was
decorated with the Purple Heart and
the Air Medal. Soon after returning to
the United States, he dedicated himself
to his education and to his career.

Following that military service, he
was quickly accepted and enrolled at
Wake Forest College, now Wake Forest
University that just had that large
comeback against Florida State this
past week in basketball.

Judge Ward went on to serve 20 years
as a private attorney, gaining the high-
est respect from his peers and col-
leagues for his devotion, for his hon-
esty, and for his hard work. Judge
Ward’s passion and his dedication to
his work is echoed still today by his
peers and his colleagues in North Caro-
lina’s Federal District Courts and the
Fourth Circuit Court.

His reputation ultimately earned
Judge Hiram Ward an appointment to
the Federal bench by President Rich-
ard Nixon in 1972. By 1982, he had be-
come chief judge where he would stay
until 1988 when he elected senior sta-
tus.

Mr. Speaker, Judge Ward is a man of
commitment, service, and honor. He
has provided North Carolina with the
kind of service and dedication that I
can only hope for in our future.

It is my sincere belief that the legis-
lation currently before this House to
designate the Federal building in Win-
ston-Salem as the ‘‘Hiram H. Ward
Federal Building and United States
Courthouse’’ is both a fitting tribute

for a man who gave so much selfless
service to his country and to the people
of North Carolina.

I want to thank the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. COBLE) as the
sponsor for introducing this legisla-
tion. I want to encourage all of my col-
leagues to support this bill.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I have no
more speakers, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I yield back the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
FRANKS) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 92.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f

JAMES F. BATTIN FEDERAL
COURTHOUSE

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules
and pass the bill (H.R. 158) to designate
the Federal Courthouse located at 316
North 26th Street in Billings, Montana,
as the ‘‘James F. Battin Federal Court-
house,’’ as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 158

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. DESIGNATION.

The United States courthouse located at
316 North 26th Street in Billings, Montana,
shall be known and designated as the ‘‘James
F. Battin United States Courthouse’’.
SEC. 2. REFERENCES.

Any reference in a law, map, regulation,
document, paper, or other record of the
United States to the United States court-
house referred to in section 1 shall be deemed
to be a reference to the ‘‘James F. Battin
United States Courthouse’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. FRANKS) and the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. WISE)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. FRANKS).
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Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 158, as amended,
designates the United States Court-
house, located in Billings, Montana, as
the James F. Battin United States
Courthouse.

Judge Battin dedicated his life to
public service. He was a Federal Dis-
trict Judge for the United States Dis-
trict Court of Montana, and also a
former Member of Congress, having
served in the House of Representatives
from the 87th through the 91st Con-
gress.

After graduating from high school,
he enlisted in the U.S. Navy and ably

served for 3 years in the Pacific. After
returning from military service, Judge
Battin attended Eastern Montana Col-
lege in Billings, Montana. He relocated
to Washington, D.C. and was graduated
from George Washington University
Law School. He was later admitted to
the D.C. Bar.

Judge Battin returned to Montana in
the mid 1950s and accepted county and
municipal attorney posts. He was elect-
ed to the Montana State House of Rep-
resentatives and served in the State
House until his election to the United
States House of Representatives in the
87th Congress. He went on to serve four
succeeding terms.

During his tenure in Congress he
served on the Committee on Commit-
tees, the Executive Committee, the
Committee on the Judiciary, the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs, and the
Committee on Ways and Means.

In 1969 President Nixon appointed
Judge Battin to the United States Dis-
trict Court for the District of Montana.
He served as Chief Judge from 1978 and
took senior status in 1990. From the
bench he diligently served the District
of Montana, as well as additional as-
signments in the United States Dis-
trict Courts for Washington, Oregon,
California, Arizona, Hawaii and Geor-
gia.

Judge Battin passed away in 1996.
This is a fitting tribute to a distin-

guished jurist and dedicated public
servant. I support the bill, as amended,
and urge my colleagues to support it.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

I rise in support of H.R. 158, a bill to
designate the courthouse in Billings,
Montana as the James F. Battin
United States Courthouse.

In 1969 President Nixon appointed
James Battin to the Federal bench in
Billings, Montana, where he continued
his four decades of public service to the
citizens of Montana. In 1978 James
Battin was appointed Chief Judge and
served in that position for 12 years. He
remained active in judicial affairs until
his death in September of 1996.

Prior to his judicial appointment,
Judge Battin served in the House of
Representatives, representing eastern
Montana. In 1960 he was elected to the
Montana House and served until 1969,
when he resigned to receive the judi-
cial appointment.

While in this body, the House of Rep-
resentatives, Judge Battin served on
the Committee on the Judiciary as well
as the Committee on Foreign Affairs
and the Committee on Ways and
Means. It is interesting to note that
Judge Battin’s son continued that tra-
dition, Jim Battin, and he currently
serves in the California assembly, rep-
resenting the 80th District.

It is fitting and proper to honor the
extensive contributions Judge Battin
has made to public service with des-
ignating the Federal building in Bil-
lings, Montana, as the James F. Battin
United States Courthouse.
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I support H.R. 158 and urge my col-

leagues to also support this bill.
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of

my time.
Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.

Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Montana (Mr. HILL).

Mr. HILL of Montana. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time, and I am pleased today to
present to the House H.R. 158, legisla-
tion that would designate the United
States Courthouse in downtown Bil-
lings as the James F. Battin State
Courthouse.

While there are a few Members in and
around this chamber who remember
Jim Battin as Montana’s eastern Con-
gressional District representative, and
others who remember him as a distin-
guished member of the Federal bench, I
want to take a few minutes today to
give my colleagues some reflections on
the life of the man we will honor today.

James Battin earned a reputation for
effectiveness and for integrity during
five terms here in the Congress and for
27 years on the Federal bench. His ac-
complishments range from building
new protections for the environment
and wilderness preserves, to rulings on
streamlining the Federal Judiciary
proceedings. He, for example, created
the precedent for the now universally
accepted six-man Federal jury in Fed-
eral cases.

After high school, James Battin
served in the U.S. Navy during World
War II. And after the war, he began his
career in public service as a city attor-
ney in Billings, Montana.

In 1958 he was elected to the Montana
State legislature, and in 1960 he suc-
cessfully ran for the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives.

During his first term in the U.S.
House, James Battin was chosen by his
fellow freshmen legislators to sit on
the House Committee of Committees.
And as a member of that critical House
overseer, he secured a seat for himself
in his first term on the House Commit-
tee on Ways and Means. Monitoring the
Federal purse strings from this vantage
point, Battin solidified the respect of
his colleagues, exerting great influence
on behalf of his large home State.

In his second term, Battin was ap-
pointed to the House Committee on
Foreign Affairs, an assignment soon
followed to the House Committee on
the Judiciary.

With a growing list of Congressional
responsibilities and influence, he came
to play an instrumental role in a host
of legislation, among these the law cre-
ating the Montana Bob Marshall Wil-
derness Area, at that time the largest
wildlife reserve in the United States.

Throughout the 1960s he would serve
Montana for five terms in the U.S.
House, each time winning election by a
wider and larger landslide margin.

In addition to his duties in Washing-
ton, James Battin would go on to serve
as one of two United States Congres-
sional representatives to the Intergov-
ernmental Committee on European Mi-

gration, which met in Geneva. This
group helped persons forced from be-
hind the Iron Curtain to reestablish
themselves in other countries with use-
ful occupations. And as an emissary of
this Nation, he brought assistance and
stewardship of our government to help-
ing people form new businesses.

In 1968 Battin was selected to serve
as President Nixon’s representative to
the Platform Committee at the Repub-
lican National Convention. Amid a
time of change, upheaval and war
abroad, he helped articulate his party’s
vision for the future of America.

With a congressional career moving
at full pace, and his influence increas-
ing every year, Battin welcomed new
representatives and took them in
stride and helped them adjust.

In 1969 Battin was asked by President
Nixon to serve as a Federal District
Judge in San Francisco. The new post
appealed to the five-term Congressman
and represented a huge stepping stone
in his career. However, Battin declined
because, while he aspired to be a Fed-
eral judge, he wanted to raise his fam-
ily in the quiet beauty of his home
State of Montana, a life unlike what he
expected would occur in San Francisco.

Soon after, a Federal judgeship be-
came available in his home State in
Billings. His judicial home became the
Billings Federal Courthouse, which we
are redesignating today. James Battin
became the first judicial appointment
of the new Nixon administration. He
went on to serve and excel in this post
for 27 years, becoming the District of
Montana’s Chief Judge in 1978.

During that time, Battin issued key
rulings affecting the lives of Montana
citizens, among them, preserving ac-
cess to the Bighorn River for all the
people across the State.

A dedicated and hard working man,
he remained on the bench until his
passing in the autumn of 1996.

James Battin is best remembered as
a dedicated husband and father whose
first priority was always with his fam-
ily.

While he proceeded us here by more
than 30 years, he stood for the enduring
values that bring so many of us to Con-
gress today, the importance of family,
a better government, and the desire to
serve his fellow citizens.

H.R. 158 is a tribute to a great per-
son. His accomplishments are numer-
ous, and his contribution to the lives of
his neighbors is echoed by the wide
support he enjoyed among Montana
residents for decades.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to offer this
legislation as a token of Montana and
the Nation’s deep gratitude for a life-
time of dedicated service. I urge my
colleagues’ support for H.R. 158.

Mrs. BONO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support
of H.R. 158, that designates the United States
Courthouse located in Billings, Montana, as
the ‘‘James F. Battin Federal Courthouse.’’

This honor is certainly a very fitting tribute
for Judge Battin. He is a remarkable example
in our recent history of someone who dedi-
cated himself to public service for the good of

our country. After high school, James Battin
served in the U.S. Navy during World War II.
Following the war he began his career in pub-
lic service as a city attorney in Billings, Mon-
tana. In 1958 he was elected to the Montana
State legislature, and in 1960 successfully ran
for a seat in the U.S. House of Representa-
tives. For five terms, he served in the U.S.
Congress with distinction.

Judge Battin was appointed to the Federal
bench by President Nixon in 1969 to serve as
a Federal District Judge for the United States
District Court of Montana. He developed a
reputation as a fine jurist and went on to serve
as Chief Judge from 1978 until he elected to
take a senior status in 1990.

An even greater monument to this fine
man’s life is his family. They were always his
priority as a husband and parent. Yet, the
humble honor that this legislation ensures is
certainly a fitting tribute to a distinguished
judge and dedicated public servant. I support
the bill and I urge my colleagues to support it.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I have no further requests for
time, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. FRANKS) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill,
H.R. 158, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
‘‘A bill to designate the United States
courthouse located at 316 North 26th
Street in Billings, Montana, as the
‘James F. Battin United States Court-
house’.’’.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

RICHARD C. WHITE FEDERAL
BUILDING

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules
and pass the bill (H.R. 233) to designate
the Federal building located at 700 East
San Antonio Street in El Paso, Texas,
as the ‘‘Richard C. White Federal build-
ing’’.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 233

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. DESIGNATION.

The Federal building located at 700 East
San Antonio Street in El Paso, Texas, shall
be known and designated as the ‘‘Richard C.
White Federal Building’’.
SEC. 2. REFERENCES.

Any reference in a law, map, regulation,
document, paper, or other record of the
United States to the Federal building re-
ferred to in section 1 shall be deemed to be
a reference to the ‘‘Richard C. White Federal
Building’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
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New Jersey (Mr. FRANKS) and the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. WISE)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. FRANKS).

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 233 designates the
Federal building located in El Paso,
Texas, as the Richard C. White Federal
Building.

Congressman White represented the
16th District of Texas in the United
States House of Representatives for
nine successive terms, from 1965 to
1983. He was known for his dedication
to public and community service. He
served in the United States Marine
Corps during World War II, receiving
the military order of the Purple Heart.
He also served in the Texas State
House of Representatives from 1955 to
1958.

In 1983, after serving his ninth con-
gressional term, Congressman White
returned to his family in El Paso to re-
sume his legal career and serve as a
civic leader. He passed away in Feb-
ruary 1998.

As a dedicated public servant to the
people of El Paso, this is indeed a fit-
ting tribute. I support the bill and I
urge my colleagues to support the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. REYES), who
has worked so hard to get this bill to
the floor.

Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
233 and urge this House to pass it. I am
proud to have authored the legislation
to name the Federal building in El
Paso, Texas, after Richard C. White,
who represented the people of El Paso
in Congress for nine terms, from 1965 to
1983.

In his years of service to our Nation
and the people of the 16th District,
Congressman White showed genuine
concern for his constituents and a com-
mitment to do all that was in his
power to help those whom he served.
He truly led a life filled with integrity,
compassion and contribution to the
well-being of others, and he made a
lasting impression on the lives of all
who knew him.

I would like to thank the Speaker of
the House, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. HASTERT), and the majority lead-
er, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ARMEY), as well as the minority leader,
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. GEP-
HARDT), for scheduling this bill on the
floor today.

I would also like to thank the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHU-
STER) and the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), the chairman
and ranking members of the Commit-
tee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture, for their support of this legisla-
tion as well. Their expeditious schedul-

ing of this bill is greatly appreciated
by the people of El Paso.

Also, I want to thank the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. FRANKS) and the
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
WISE), the chairman and ranking mem-
bers of the Subcommittee on Public
Buildings and Economic Development,
for their support and managing of this
legislation today.

I would also like to extend my grati-
tude to the 50 Members who cospon-
sored H.R. 233. Congressman White
would have been proud and pleased to
know of his many friends in the 106th
Congress who knew him and remem-
bered his legacy of public achievement
and his leadership on behalf of our
great Nation.

Early in his life Richard White
showed a great concern and commit-
ment to his community and to his
country. He entered military service as
a marine in World War II and saw ac-
tion in the Pacific theater. While fight-
ing in the battles of Bougainville,
Guam and Iwo Jima, he was wounded
in action, and his service to his coun-
try was marked with great honor and
decoration, receiving the military
order of the Purple Heart.

Upon returning to the States, this
military veteran began advocating as
an outstanding lawyer for the people of
El Paso. In heeding a call for greater
community service, Congressman
White launched the beginning of a dis-
tinguished career as a legislator, serv-
ing first in the Texas House from 1955
to 1958.

From the beginning, he worked hard
to improve the quality of life along the
border, focusing on health care and en-
vironmental issues. He established a
nursing home at the University of
Texas at El Paso and created the Hueco
Tanks State Park.

Richard White launched his Congres-
sional career in 1965 as a representative
for the 16th District of Texas. Many of
my colleagues now were also his col-
leagues and remember his strong advo-
cacy on behalf of his District. Con-
gressman White exemplified the epit-
ome of public service.

His work on the Committee on
Armed Services reflected a strong com-
mitment to national security, provid-
ing unwavering support for Fort Bliss’s
Army Post and in drafting the reorga-
nization of the legislation for the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. In addition, he brought
the needs of El Paso and the border to
the forefront in Congress as he created
the Chamizal Border Highway and the
Chamizal National Memorial.

He also served with distinction on
several other committees, the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service, and on the Committee on
Science and Technology.

Even though having attained senior-
ity and earning the respect and admi-
ration of his peers, he nevertheless left
Congress to return to his family in El
Paso. Very typical of Congressman
Richard White. The proud father of

seven children, he was intent on spend-
ing more time with them and seeking
other alternatives to civic service.

I can say today, Mr. Speaker, that
Richard White made the most of his
life by touching the lives of those
around him.

b 1500
He was a dedicated representative, a

loving husband, a caring father and,
most of all, a friend. But, in all of this,
he was a consummate professional in
everything he did. He was a tremen-
dous leader and a true gentleman who
left behind a legacy for all public serv-
ants to emulate. It is only fitting that
we honor and remember him by passing
this legislation today.

I, therefore, look forward to the Sen-
ate’s quick enactment of the bill and
the President’s signature of this legis-
lation. With the passage of this bill
into law, the designation of the ‘‘Rich-
ard C. White Federal Building’’ will
serve as a perpetual reminder to our
community that he served so well, with
the highest values of public service and
the ability of one person to improve
the lives of many.

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, from being a distin-
guished war veteran to a representa-
tive in Congress to a devoted family
man, Mr. White clearly has left his
mark. It is most fitting and proper
that we support this legislation and
honor the civic career of Richard C.
White by designating the Federal
building in El Paso as the ‘‘Richard C.
White Federal Building.’’

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 233 is a bill to designate
the federal building in El Paso, Texas as the
‘‘Richard C. White’’ Federal Building.

As you may know Richard White was a
former colleague from Texas who represented
the 16th district of Texas from 1965 until 1983.
I wish to acknowledge the persistent efforts of
Congressman REYES, sponsor of the bill, who
currently hold this seat. Congressman REYES
worked diligently with Committee members to
ensure this bill came to the House floor in a
timely manner.

Congressman White was a native born
Texan from El Paso who attended the Univer-
sity of El Paso, and later received his law de-
gree from the University of Texas in Austin.

From 1942 until 1945 he served his country
with honor and distinction. As a United States
Marine stationed in the Pacific he saw active
duty and was awarded the Military Order of
the Purple Heart.

In 1965 he was elected to the United States
Congress where he served for 9 terms. While
in Congress he served on the Armed Serv-
ices, Interior, Post Office and Civil Service,
and the Science and Technology committees
where he was known as a team player, and
consensus builder.

In 1983 he retired to El Paso, resumed his
legal career and became active in numerous
civic activities. Richard White was a devoted
husband and father of 7 children. His values,
character, integrity, and leadership were as-
sets to the United States Congress.
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It is most fitting and proper that we support

this legislation and honor the civic career of
Richard C. White by designating the federal
building in El Paso as the ‘‘Richard C. White’’
Federal Building.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. FRANKS) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill,
H.R. 233.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

RONALD V. DELLUMS FEDERAL
BUILDING

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules
and pass the bill (H.R. 396) to designate
the Federal building located at 1301
Clay Street in Oakland, California, as
the ‘‘Ronald V. Dellums Federal Build-
ing.’’

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 396

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. DESIGNATION.

The Federal building located at 1301 Clay
Street in Oakland, California, shall be
known and designated as the ‘‘Ronald V. Del-
lums Federal Building’’.
SEC. 2. REFERENCES.

Any reference in a law, map, regulation,
document, paper, or other record of the
United States to the Federal building re-
ferred to in section 1 shall be deemed to be
a reference to the ‘‘Ronald V. Dellums Fed-
eral Building’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. FRANKS) and the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. WISE)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. FRANKS).

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 396 designates the
Federal building located in Oakland,
California, as the ‘‘Ronald V. Dellums
Federal Building.’’

Congressman Dellums was born in
Oakland, California. After finishing
high school, he served for 2 years in the
United States Marine Corps and re-
ceived an honorable discharge. He then
followed educational pursuits and re-
ceived his A.A. from Oakland City Col-
lege in 1958, his B.A. from San Fran-
cisco State University in 1960, and his
MSW from the University at Berkley in
1962.

In his public role, Congressman Del-
lums served on the Berkeley City
Council from 1967 until 1970, when he
was then elected to the United States
House of Representatives to represent
northern Alameda County. Congress-

man Dellums championed issues in-
volving civil rights, equal rights for
women, human rights, and the environ-
ment.

At the time of his resignation, Con-
gressman Dellums was the ranking
member on the House Committee on
National Security. During his tenure,
he also held the chairmanship of the
Committee on Armed Services and the
Committee on the District of Colum-
bia. Throughout his 27-year career,
Congressman Dellums served on a vari-
ety of other committees and caucuses,
including the Committee on Foreign
Affairs, the Committee on the Post Of-
fice and Civil Service, the Permanent
Select Committee on Intelligence, and
the Congressional Black Caucus. He re-
signed in January of 1998 to return to
private life.

This is a fitting tribute to our former
colleague, who, I might add, was clear-
ly the best-dressed Member of this
body. I support this bill, and I urge my
colleagues to support the bill as well.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. MILLER), the sponsor of the
legislation.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the committee
so much for bringing this legislation to
the floor. We truly honor a man of
great character, of great integrity and
of great dignity with the naming of
this building for our former colleague,
Congressman Ron Dellums, a man who
led not only our Bay Area delegation
but led national movements on behalf
of human rights and who brought the
titans of apartheid to their knees and
dragged a reluctant American govern-
ment along the way.

He has fought for civil rights for all
Americans and, more than any other
Member of Congress, he helped to
clearly illustrate how an overfed mili-
tary budget was literally starving our
children, our schools and our commu-
nities. When it came time to cut that
budget, when it came time for the base
closures and the various rounds of base
closures, Ron worked hard as the chair-
man of the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices to make, in fact, sure that those
closures were fair, that people had a
chance to be retrained and to be reem-
ployed and so their families would not
suffer from the closure of those bases
and to make sure that the commu-
nities in fact were able to absorb those
bases into our local economies and to
redeploy those assets in the civil econ-
omy.

I just want to say that this building
is more than about bricks and mortar,
it is about truly a monument to an in-
dividual that, as people from our com-
munity go in and out of this building
in Oakland, they will know that in fact
this is named for someone who truly
cared about them during his entire ca-
reer in public service.

I am honored to have carried this leg-
islation. Again, I want to thank the
committee so much for taking the time
and the effort to get this to the floor in
such a timely fashion.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of H.R. 396, a bill to honor Ron Dellums
by naming the Federal building located
at 1301 Clay Street in Oakland, Califor-
nia, as the ‘‘Ronald V. Dellums Federal
Building.’’

As my colleagues know, Ron rep-
resented the 9th District of California
for 26 years and during that period dis-
tinguished himself in many, many
ways. He fought tirelessly for vigorous
examination of the state of our mili-
tary establishment, including its pur-
poses, its budget and other issues in-
volving racial and sexual discrimina-
tion. He was a tireless fighter on this
floor against apartheid and brought the
Congress along with him.

Ron was a dynamic advocate for
arms reduction and peaceful resolution
of international conflict. His interest
extended to health care, civil rights,
Congressional authority and alter-
native budgets. He was a great friend, a
mentor, always a gentleman, and a
leader. His kindness and humor on this
floor are greatly missed.

If I could just add, Mr. Speaker, there
are several words that describe Ron.
One is always ‘‘passion,’’ passion for
the causes he fought for, fought for elo-
quently and always fairly. The other
word that comes to my mind imme-
diately is ‘‘civility.’’ This building
should be a monument to the civility
that we should have as we discuss the
differences between us. Someone once
said that the key is to be able to dis-
agree without being disagreeable, and
Ron Dellums represented that to the
utmost.

This bill has very broad bipartisan
support. I wish to thank the gentleman
from California (Mr. MILLER) for his
diligent efforts on behalf of the bill and
join him and many others in support-
ing this bill and urge passage of H.R.
396.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 min-
utes to the gentlewoman from the Dis-
trict of Columbia (Ms. NORTON).

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding; and I par-
ticularly thank the chairman and the
ranking member for their attention to
this bill.

I strongly support H.R. 396. I support
this bill which names a Federal facility
for a man who loved his country, even
when he was one of its greatest critics.

Ron Dellums had range in this body,
from his deep leadership on inter-
national affairs to his involvement in
the most local of issues, the District of
Columbia. He was ranking member of
the Committee on National Security,
and he chaired the D.C. Committee.
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When I say, ‘‘range,’’ I mean range.

On the great issues of the day, elimi-
nating poverty, protecting civil rights,
making sure that all Americans had
civil liberties, Ron Dellums’ name is
indelibly left with this body.

Ron may be remembered perhaps
most of all for South Africa’s sanc-
tions. He fought for sanctions against
South Africa when it was all but a lost
cause, until finally they developed a
national and an international consen-
sus that in fact led to the elimination,
the beginning of the end, of South Afri-
can apartheid.

Mr. Speaker, I say without fear of
contradiction that there was no more
popular man in this body even when his
views, as they often were, were unpopu-
lar in this body. Here is a man who
could take his unpopular views, walk
over to the other side of the aisle, ask
for time to speak to give his unpopular
view and get it from the other side.
That is a man who enjoys respect and
admiration.

I cannot close without saying what
Ron Dellums did for the District of Co-
lumbia in particular. He was a long-
time chair of the Committee on the
District of Columbia. It was a different
time, very different. There was plenty
of money. And, thus, the kinds of scru-
tiny that has become necessary in the
hard times in the 1990s were not what
the D.C. Committee was all about.
Then it was all about protecting home
rule and moving the District forward
to stand on its own feet. He held the
District’s feet to the fire, while insist-
ing that the District stand on its own
feet.

He will be remembered particularly
fondly among the residents of this city.
In this body, he will be remembered as
one of its great orators, as he would
have it I suppose, given his work on the
Committee on Armed Services, as an
officer and a gentleman.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 31⁄2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LEE) who has had the privi-
lege of succeeding Ron Dellums in of-
fice.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from West Virginia for
yielding this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to proudly sup-
port H.R. 396, a bill to designate the
Federal building in Oakland, Califor-
nia, as the ‘‘Ronald V. Dellums Federal
Building.’’

I want to also thank my distin-
guished colleague, the gentleman from
California (Mr. MILLER), for reintro-
ducing this bill which passed the House
last session.

The building for which we seek sup-
port was completed in 1993. Congress-
man Dellums worked closely with
many of my colleagues to get this
building authorized and appropriated.
He sought our support because he
strongly believed that this building
would provide an anchor in the revital-
ized city center in Oakland, California;
and, of course, he was right.

His work to gain support for this
building and his faith in the develop-

ment potential of downtown Oakland
have been amply rewarded. In the 6
years since the occupation of this
building, the surrounding blocks have
flowered with new plazas, new busi-
nesses and new buildings.

Congressman Dellums, in his usual
humble manner, would undoubtedly be
embarrassed by these words today and
by our efforts to name this building
after him. However, I strongly believe
and I hope my colleagues will all join
me in recognizing the work that my
distinguished colleague accomplished
during his years of service in the House
of Representatives representing what
started out as the 7th Congressional
District and evolved into the present
9th Congressional District.

He is a native son of Oakland, Cali-
fornia. Ron was born on November 24,
1935, actually in our county hospital, in
Highland Hospital. His family has
proud roots in the union movement of
the 1940s. He attended and graduated
from public schools in the district and
went on to earn an Associate of Arts
degree from Oakland City College in
1958, a B.A. from San Francisco State
University in 1960, and a Master’s in so-
cial welfare from the University of
California, Berkeley, in 1962.

My colleagues can see from the fam-
ily tree that a mighty seed was sown.
Congressman Dellums’ roots were
planted firmly in his interest in social
justice for all of society. The high es-
teem in which he was held by constitu-
ents, friends, family and colleagues
never wavered over the years.

Ron Dellums was first elected to the
Berkeley City Council on which he
served from 1967 to 1970. He was elected
on a platform of civil rights, civil lib-
erties and economic and social justice.
His service to the council was so spec-
tacular that he was drafted to run as a
civil rights and anti-war candidate, a
peace candidate, for a seat that was
held by a pro-Vietnam war incumbent
in the House.

Ron served 2 years in the Marine
Corps, leaving with an honorable dis-
charge to continue his academic edu-
cation. His training and service in the
Marine Corps stood him in good stead
as he sought an appointment and then
served as a member of the Committee
on Armed Services.

Ron’s constituents were civil rights
and anti-war activists, and one of the
first commitments he made was to find
a peaceful resolution to the war in
Southeast Asia. He became one of the
strongest voices and advocates for
arms reduction and developing alter-
natives to military excursions and war.
He served for 25 years on the Commit-
tee on Armed Services, now known as
the Committee on National Security,
and became the chair of that commit-
tee in 1992.

So it is not an exaggeration to say
that many in his district love him for
his work and for the humanity and the
humility with which he conducted him-
self. His record is one to which we all
can aspire.

The Federal building in Oakland,
California, stands tall with dignity and
it commands respect. It is very fitting
that it be named the ‘‘Ronald V. Del-
lums Federal Building.’’

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in support of H.R. 396, a bill to name a
federal building in Oakland, CA, in honor of
the former Chairman of the House National
Security Committee, Ronald V. Dellums.

After a distinguished tour in the United
States Marine Corps, Chairman Dellums
began dedicating his life to public service and
to helping others. Congressman Dellums was
first elected to public office as a member of
the Berkeley City Council.

Congressman Ronald Dellums was first
elected to the 92nd Congress on November 3,
1970 and re-elected to each succeeding Con-
gress until his retirement during the 105th
Congress. Marine, Council Member, Con-
gressman, Chairman, leader and father—
these are just a few of the many titles utilized
to describe Representative Dellums.

As Chairman, Congressman Dellums was a
passionate and reasonable advocate of lower
military spending. He used the power and dis-
cretion of the gavel to foster a wide and robust
debate on issues about national security, mili-
tary spending and acquisitions.

I can not think of a higher compliment to
give a lawmaker than to say that he stood
upon his convictions in the face of opposition
with honor and dignity. Although, Congress-
man Dellums was a democrat, he was a non-
partisan coalition builder that diligently worked
to make America stronger and more inclusive
for everyone.

I urge every member of Congress to join me
in expressing our appreciation for Ron’s dedi-
cated years of service to this House and our
country. Let us pass H.R. 396. It has the sup-
port of the Transportation and Infrastructure
Committee and the citizens of California.

Congressman Dellums fought for this build-
ing to be authorized and appropriated because
he had the economic projections and the faith
that the construction of the building would pro-
vide one of the major financial anchors in a
city center that had every potential of aban-
donment.

It is only appropriate that this building be
named in his honor.

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support
of H.R. 396 which names the federal building
in Oakland, CA, after Ron Dellums, our distin-
guished former colleague and dear friend.

Mr. Speaker, by designating the Ronald V.
Dellums Federal Building we honor a col-
league who provided the nation and his con-
stituents with an outstanding record of public
service.

All of us in this chamber know of the leader-
ship Ron Dellums provided on the Armed
Services Committee. He defined national se-
curity to include not only a strong defense, but
a nation with a strong economy and a system
of justice that lifts up all its citizens.

It is most appropriate that we honor Ron by
naming the federal building in Oakland after
him because Ron Dellums never forgot where
he came from and the people he represented.
Ron took their issues of economic justice and
civil rights and not only made them his prior-
ities but our nation’s as well.

Ron stood before us in this chamber and in
his splendid speeches reminded us of the
need to recognize the human consequences
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of the legislation we were about to vote on.
Ron Dellums always spoke about our respon-
sibility to be compassionate and remember
how our actions effect the individual citizen.

Mr. Speaker, by naming the federal building
in Oakland after Ron Dellums we tell the citi-
zens of Oakland that their government not
only honors Ron Dellums but seeks to emu-
late him by providing the type of service that
Ron gave to his constituents for so many
years.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of HR 396 to designate the Ronald V.
Dellums Federal Building in Oakland, CA.

Ron Dellums spent his 27 years in Con-
gress as an advocate for special justice.
Throughout most of his career in Congress, I
had the privilege to serve with Ron Dellums as
he fought to bring home our troops in Viet-
nam, championed civil rights, and worked to
end apartheid in South Africa. As a member
and then Chairman of the Armed Services
Committee, he argued powerfully and persua-
sively for cuts in wasteful defense spending.

The Ronald V. Dellums Federal Building will
be a lasting tribute to my East Bay neighbor
and friend for the legacy he leaves our nation.

b 1515

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I enthu-
siastically urge support of this bill, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I yield back the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. FRANKS) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill,
H.R. 396.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days within which to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material on H.R. 158, as amended; H.R.
92; H.R. 233; and H.R. 396.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey?

There was no objection.
f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will now put the question on each mo-
tion to suspend the rules on which fur-
ther proceedings were postponed ear-
lier today in the order in which that
motion was entertained.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

H.R. 171, by the yeas and nays;
H.R. 193, by the yeas and nays.
The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes

the time for any electronic vote after
the first such vote in this series.

COASTAL HERITAGE TRAIL
ROUTE, NEW JERSEY, AUTHOR-
IZATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 171.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Utah (Mr. HANSEN)
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 171, on which the
yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 394, nays 21,
not voting 18, as follows:

[Roll No. 22]

YEAS—394

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer

Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)

Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo

Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)

Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder

Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—21

Barr
Burton
Chabot
Chenoweth
Coble
Coburn
Everett

Hostettler
Jones (NC)
Paul
Petri
Pombo
Radanovich
Rohrabacher

Royce
Sanford
Sensenbrenner
Stearns
Stump
Taylor (NC)
Tiahrt

NOT VOTING—18

Bass
Blunt
Capps
Davis (IL)
Doggett
Duncan
Gillmor

Gutierrez
Hilleary
Hulshof
John
Lipinski
McCarthy (MO)
McGovern

Millender-
McDonald

Rangel
Rush
Taylor (MS)

b 1545

Messrs. EVERETT, PETRI,
STEARNS, ROYCE, ROHRABACHER,
COBLE, JONES of North Carolina and
RADANOVICH changed their vote from
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). Pursuant to the provisions
of clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair an-
nounces that he will reduce to a mini-
mum of 5 minutes the period of time
within which a vote by electronic de-
vice will be taken on the additional
motion to suspend the rules on which
the Chair has postponed further pro-
ceedings.

f

SUDBURY, ASSABET, AND CON-
CORD WILD AND SCENIC RIVER
ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 193.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Utah (Mr. HANSEN)
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 193, on which the
yeas and nays are ordered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 395, nays 22,
not voting 16, as follows:

[Roll No. 23]

YEAS—395

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp

Campbell
Canady
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Dooley
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge

Evans
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt

Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)

Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schakowsky

Scott
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—22

Burton
Cannon
Chenoweth
Coble
Coburn
DeLay
Doolittle
Everett

Gibbons
Hostettler
Jones (NC)
Paul
Petri
Pombo
Rohrabacher
Royce

Sanford
Sensenbrenner
Stearns
Stump
Taylor (NC)
Tiahrt

NOT VOTING—16

Blunt
Capps
Davis (IL)
Doggett
Duncan
Gutierrez

Hilleary
Hulshof
John
Lipinski
McCarthy (MO)
McGovern

Millender-
McDonald

Rangel
Rush
Taylor (MS)
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So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to
rules change for the 106th Congress, I am in-
forming you that I missed two votes today,
Role Number 22 and 23, taken on H.R. 171
and H.R. 193. These votes were missed due
to a canceled airline flight caused by a snow-
storm in the Midwest. On these votes, I would
have voted ‘‘aye.’’

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri. Mr. Speaker,
during rollcall votes 22 and 23 on February
23, 1999, I was unavoidably detained. Had I
been present, I would have voted as follows:
on rollcall vote 22, ‘‘yea’’ and on rollcall vote
23 ‘‘yea.’’

f

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Sherman
Williams, one of his secretaries.

f

RANKING OF MEMBERS ON COM-
MITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OF-
FICIAL CONDUCT

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
resolution (H. Res. 73) and ask unani-
mous consent for its immediate consid-
eration in the House.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 73

Resolved, That Mr. PORTMAN shall rank im-
mediately following Mr. CAMP on the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Conduct.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HAYES). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 409, FEDERAL FINANCIAL
ASSISTANCE MANAGEMENT IM-
PROVEMENT ACT OF 1999

Mr. SESSIONS, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 106–26) on the resolution (H.
Res. 75) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 409) to improve the effec-
tiveness and performance of Federal fi-
nancial assistance programs, simplify
Federal financial assistance applica-
tion and reporting requirements, and
improve the delivery of services to the
public, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH680 February 23, 1999
REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-

ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 438, WIRELESS COMMUNICA-
TIONS AND PUBLIC SAFETY ACT
OF 1999

Mr. SESSIONS, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 106–27) on the resolution
(H.Res. 76) providing for consideration
of the bill (H.R. 438) to promote and en-
hance public safety through use of 911
as the universal emergency assistance
number, and for other purposes, which
was referred to the House Calendar and
ordered to be printed.
f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 514, WIRELESS PRIVACY EN-
HANCEMENT ACT OF 1999

Mr. SESSIONS, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 106–28) on the resolution (H.
Res. 77) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 514) to amend the Com-
munications Act of 1934 to strengthen
and clarify prohibitions on electronic
eavesdropping, and for other purposes,
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

f

HOUSE SHOULD CONSIDER DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMBIA APPRO-
PRIATIONS FIRST, RATHER
THAN LAST

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I come to
the floor this afternoon to speak about
the District of Columbia. But I think it
only appropriate to report what I have
just heard, and that is that in the cap-
ital murder trial of John William King,
the first of three men accused in the
dragging death murder of James Byrd,
Jr., the jury has just reported a guilty
verdict in Jasper, Texas. Justice has
been done, and southern justice this
time has been done.

Mr. Speaker, we are back to work in
earnest. The Speaker has developed a
workmanlike schedule. I come to the
floor this afternoon to ask that the
easiest bill in the House, the bill hav-
ing least to do with the business of this
House, be the first appropriation bill
reported in this House. I speak of the
D.C. appropriation bill.

It is amazing that most often it is
the last and not the first bill. When I
brought the new Mayor to see the
Speaker, he agreed that we should has-
ten this bill. During the fiscal crisis, it
has been especially painful to have the

District appropriation bill so late. The
District has been on time, but the bill
has been needlessly controversial.

Delay hurts in the worst way because
it affects the credit standing of a city
that is only now getting its credit
back. And it is getting its credit back.
It has had three straight years of sur-
pluses. However, it is the unpredict-
ability of the appropriation process
here that hurts the credit rating.

There is no Federal payment any
longer, so it is quite amazing that the
budget of a local jurisdiction would
have to come here at all. Suppose my
colleagues’ cities, their counties’ budg-
ets came here. They would tell us to
get out of town. It is an historic anom-
aly; it is an injustice.

It has to come. At least let no more
injustice be done by holding it up. We
collect $5 billion from D.C. taxpayers
in the District of Columbia. All the
District asks of this body is: ‘‘Give us
back our money as soon as you get it.’’

We will have before us a consensus
budget. It will be a very balanced budg-
et. The consensus budget notion came
out of an amendment that I put into
the Control Board statute that allows
the District now, instead of having its
budget go through the normal separa-
tion of powers, to have everybody sit
around a table and agree on a budget so
as to hasten the time. Therefore, to
hasten the time to draw their own
budget, the least the Congress can do is
to enact their own budget as soon as
possible.

After 3 years of surpluses, a new
Mayor who earned his stripes as chief
financial officer and helped get the city
back on its financial feet, the city, I
think, has a right to ask of the Con-
gress that we do our job. If we must
look at a local budget, look at it fast,
say what we have to say, do what we
have to do, and let us then get on with
the business of the District of Colum-
bia.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that this
House does have confidence in the
Mayor and in the District itself. Last
week or the week before last, we passed
in this House the first half of my D.C.
Democracy 2000 bill which gives back
to the new Mayor, Tony Williams, pow-
ers that were taken from a previous
Mayor in 1997.

There has already been real con-
fidence in this Mayor. The best way to
encourage the Mayor and to encourage
the city is to give it back its money
first.

The first bill to come here should be
the District bill. It is a way of saying
to the District that they have reached
a consensus budget, they have balanced
their budget. In light of that, we have
given them the respect to which they
are entitled. It is a way of saying,
‘‘Here is your money back. Here is your
budget back. Please run your own
city.’’

REPORT ON WESTERN HEMI-
SPHERE DRUG ALLIANCE—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF
THE UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on International Relations:
To the Congress of the United States:

I am pleased to provide the attached
report on a Western Hemisphere Drug
Alliance in accordance with the provi-
sions of section 2807 of the ‘‘Foreign Af-
fairs Reform and Restructuring Act of
1998.’’ This report underscores the Ad-
ministration’s commitment to enhanc-
ing multilateral counternarcotics co-
operation in the region.

Strengthening international narcot-
ics control is one of my Administra-
tion’s top foreign policy priorities. Be-
cause of the transnational nature of
the Western Hemisphere drug traffick-
ing threat, we have made enhanced
multilateral cooperation a central fea-
ture of our regional drug control strat-
egy. Our counternarcotics diplomacy,
foreign assistance, and operations have
focussed increasingly on making this
objective a reality.

We are succeeding. Thanks to U.S.
leadership in the Summit of the Ameri-
cas, the Organization of American
States, and other regional fora, the
countries of the Western Hemisphere
are taking the drug threat more seri-
ously and responding more aggres-
sively. South American cocaine organi-
zations that were once regarded as
among the largest and most violent
crime syndicates in the world have
been dismantled, and the level of coca
cultivation is now plummeting as fast
as it was once sky-rocketing. We are
also currently working through the Or-
ganization of American States to cre-
ate a counternarcotics multilateral
evaluation mechanism in the hemi-
sphere. These examples reflect fun-
damental narcotics control progress
that was nearly unimaginable a few
years ago.

While much remains to be done, I am
confident that the Administration and
the Congress, working together, can
bolster cooperation in the hemisphere,
accelerate this progress, and signifi-
cantly diminish the drug threat to the
American people. I look forward to
your continued support and coopera-
tion in this critical area.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, February 23, 1999.
f

DRUG ABUSE IN AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, it is iron-
ic. Sometimes here we look more orga-
nized than we are. I was going to speak
on the drug issue. I did not know the
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President was going to be sending over
right before me his initiatives and
comments.

This is a particularly critical time in
Congress as we look at decertification
questions and the cooperation of for-
eign countries in the drug issue. We are
going to face many issues in this Con-
gress that are very important, the edu-
cation issue; rebuilding our national
defenses, particularly in missile de-
fense; trying to preserve and save So-
cial Security; trying to make sure tax-
payers can keep their own money; try-
ing to work with the health care prob-
lems we have in this Nation. But drug
abuse remains on the street, in our
homes and in our neighborhoods, one of
the most critical problems we have.

We have heard much over the last
months about the moral crisis that our
country is facing. And we do, indeed,
have a tremendous moral crisis from
top to bottom of our society. There is
only so much we can do here in Wash-
ington related to that. One, we should
lead by example. Two, we should try to
strengthen those institutions, whether
it is in the Tax Code or in different pro-
grams, that strengthen families and
promote strong family values and
moral virtues in our society.

But in one area, in drugs in particu-
lar, the government has a direct com-
pelling and active interest. And it is a
manifestation of the breakdowns we
have in our society that we see rising
drug abuse among junior high kids and
in high schools in particular, that we
see deaths in the district of the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS) and
throughout Dallas and in the district
of the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
MICA) in Orlando and in the district of
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
MCCOLLUM), where heroin deaths have
overtaken the communities to the
point of having 25 deaths or more in
each of those communities from heroin
in a short period of time.

Mr. Speaker, we see crack on the
streets of Ft. Wayne, Indiana, and
small towns in Indiana and throughout
our country. We see people sniffing
coke, LSD, methamphetamines. We are
getting overrun in this country with
that.

We need and will continue to work
with a multitude of strategies to ad-
dress this issue. We need drug preven-
tion interdiction, drug prevention and
eradication, drug prevention and treat-
ment, drug prevention and programs in
our schools, and drug prevention on our
streets to help our police force. All of
that is really preventing the drugs
from getting there.

The gentleman from Florida (Chair-
man MICA), of the Subcommittee on
Drug Policy of the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform, led a CODEL, a Con-
gressional delegation, of which I was a
part, to the Andean nations of Colom-
bia, Peru and Bolivia where most co-
caine and much of our heroin is coming
from, as well as Central America where
we spent 3 days, among other places,
with the leaders in Mexico.

We clearly have some major prob-
lems, but what we know is this: That in
1992 to 1994, when we backed up in
interdiction efforts, and really into
1995, when we backed up in our inter-
diction and eradication efforts, this
country was flooded with low-price co-
caine, new sources for heroin, and
methamphetamines in quantities that
drove the price down in the streets of
Ft. Wayne, Indiana, northeast Indiana,
and throughout this country.

We saw the purity go up, and the
marijuana that is coming in is nothing
like the marijuana in the late 1960s and
1970s that was glamorized in a lot of
1960s type shows. This is potent stuff
on our streets that our kids are get-
ting. Because when they have the huge
quantities of it and it is cheap in the
schools and the streets, there is no
amount of DARE programs or treat-
ment programs or putting policemen
on the street that can stop this.

Mr. Speaker, we know where it comes
from. Some of these countries have
been very aggressive for a number of
years in eradicating the coca leaves
and particularly the production in the
cocaine. In Peru and Bolivia, we have
seen a turnaround. We have seen their
percentages drop.

In Colombia they are at war, and we
need to help the Nation of Colombia
fight this so that we do not have troops
down there. We also have our number
one oil supplier on their border, Ven-
ezuela, and the Panama Canal on the
other border.
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That is where we have a compelling
national interest. But we have some
real problems in Mexico. The Mexican
leaders, their government seem very
committed to trying to change this
problem. But we have deep problems.

Everybody says we should forget the
past, but it is difficult to forget the
past right now when our information
has been compromised and when we
have had so much corruption.

We are hopeful, and one of the de-
bates we are going to hear in Congress
is how we should deal with this decerti-
fication question, because it gets inevi-
tably wrapped up in NAFTA, trade
questions, and the fact that an impor-
tant and critical part of our long-term
interests will be to work with Mexico.

But the question is, are we going to
have any accountability standards?
Since most of the drugs coming into
my hometown and the rest of this
country are pouring across the border
from Mexico right now, we need to see
results and not just rhetoric.

Over the next few days and weeks, we
are going to hear a number of Members
coming down here talking about this
issue and about the drug issue as a
whole as we develop packages, as we
try to work with the administration
and drug czar, General McCaffrey, to
try to solve this problem. I am looking
forward to seeing if we continue to
make progress.

EVEN THOUGH ECONOMY IS GOOD,
WORKERS IN OIL PATCH ARE
STILL LOSING JOBS
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

HAYES). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentlewoman from Texas
(Ms. JACKSON-LEE) is recognized for 5
minutes.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, before I start, I would first
like to associate a few words with the
legislation, H.R. 396, which passed
today that would honor our former col-
league Ron Dellums by naming a Fed-
eral building after him in Oakland,
California.

Let me indicate my great apprecia-
tion and respect for the dedication and
service of Ron Dellums. I can think of
no better tribute to him than the nam-
ing of a building in his beloved Oakland
after him. I salute the legislation and
support it.

Mr. Speaker, I have another topic
that I would like to raise today, and I
believe that there is much that we need
to do on this issue. Although we look
now at a budget surplus and are prob-
ably in the best economy that we have
had along with its longevity of a num-
ber of years, we still have concerns.

What does the number 50,000 make
you think of? For myself, it signifies
the number of jobs lost in Texas be-
cause of the harsh realities of our mod-
ern economy and the energy crisis. But
there has to be hope for those workers
in the oil patch.

That is why I convened with top ad-
ministration and congressional offi-
cials at the White House last month a
meeting to discuss how we could better
address the needs of energy workers
who lose their jobs in mass layoffs.

When the Secretary of Labor Alexis
Herman and White House Chief of Staff
John Podesta expressed their concern
about their circumstances, I felt that
we could work together to improve the
question of job loss in communities
throughout this Nation, Boeing, for ex-
ample, and the State of Washington.

With that cooperation in mind, we
have already been able to get part of
the work done. In the State of the
Union Address, President Clinton
stressed that he would promote pro-
grams that would bring relief to com-
munities that are struggling with mass
layoffs.

The real question is, do we have the
information down at the local level?
This would include job retraining and
rapid response teams that help workers
and employers in times of crisis. I have
found that we really need to get this
information not only to the employers
but to the workers.

The President followed up on that
commitment by pledging $1.6 billion
for training for displaced workers and
$65 million to help those workers find
new jobs in the budget for the next fis-
cal year.

It is unique in the oil patch because
we would like not to lose these workers
while they have been laid off because
we do believe in the supporting of a do-
mestic oil policy.
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I also plan to introduce a piece of leg-

islation called the Job Protection Ini-
tiative Act in the coming weeks that
will bring much needed structured as-
sistance to the energy industry which
has been hit by spontaneous negative
market activity.

My initiative will trigger faster gov-
ernmental response to mass layoffs and
will encourage employers to use Fed-
eral and State resources that are avail-
able to them already by requiring that
the Secretary of Labor establish an of-
fice to monitor job layoffs across the
United States, authorizing $500 million
to be used to help private companies
establish lifelong learning programs
for their employees, and give the Sec-
retary of Labor the authority to offi-
cially recognize those businesses that
cooperate with the government to min-
imize the damage that their layoffs
cause.

Although the support of many of our
Members of Congress will be needed in
order to pass this initiative, I expect
that all Members will be able to relate
to times when industries that reside in
their districts struggled in similar cri-
ses and support these efforts.

As one of the representatives of those
who work in the energy arena, the oil
and gas arena, I realized that it is dif-
ficult to be a victim of a certain indus-
try’s downfall in these good times.
Someone needs to listen, and so we
must listen to those voices of individ-
uals who support their family who are
now being laid off because of the down
trend in the energy industry and of
course the low cost of oil per barrel.

This helps the consumer, and we
want to continue to help the consumer,
but we also need to help our workers. I
hope that my colleagues in Congress
will see the benefit of also paying at-
tention to those individuals who suffer
layoffs even in this good economy.

I would expect my legislation to be
offered in the next couple of weeks. Mr.
Speaker, I ask for your support and all
of my colleagues so that we can re-
spond to the working men and women
of America who keep the engine of this
economy going when they most need us
in their time of need.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. PAUL addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. PALLONE addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)
f

RENEW COMMITMENT TO BRING
FREEDOM AND DEMOCRACY TO
ENSLAVED PEOPLE IN CUBA
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gentle-

woman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker,
tomorrow we commemorate 3 years
since the Castro dictatorship indis-
criminately killed four young men,
three of them American citizens, when
two Cuban MIGs shot down their air-
craft over international waters while
they were on a humanitarian mission.

Three years after the cold blooded
murder of Pablo Morales, Carlos Costa,
Armando Alejandre, and Mario de la
Pena, the Castro dictatorship contin-
ues its brutal reign of terror over the
Cuban people, and in fact it has inten-
sified this attack.

Just last week, the rubber stamp
Cuban National Assembly approved a
new law that punishes with 15 years in
prison or more anyone on the island
who promotes information that the to-
talitarian regime considers to be
counter-revolutionary.

This measure outlaws ‘‘the supply,
search or gathering of information’’
and bans ‘‘the collaboration directly or
through third parties, with radio and
television stations, newspapers, maga-
zines, and other mass media’’ that do
not follow the lines of the Castro re-
gime.

The new law is aimed at silencing the
increasing number of dissidents, of
independent journalists, and of human
rights activists who are fighting day in
and day out for freedom and democracy
in my native homeland of Cuba.

These activists are a main source of
information to the international com-
munity on the human rights violations
that occur in Cuba. They literally put
their lives on the line to let the world
know of the repression imposed on the
Cuban people. Because of their effec-
tiveness, the regime has initiated an
allout crackdown against them.

According to the International Press
Institute, ‘‘Cuban authorities routinely
threaten, arrest and jail journalists,
often attempting to persuade them to
leave the country.’’

One persecuted independent journal-
ist, Juan Tellez Rodriguez, recently
said of the Castro regime that ‘‘The
government in Havana continues to
close itself off to the world, it is deaf to
the cries of the international commu-
nity and it insists on its closed, oppres-
sive political system.’’ He continues
saying ‘‘It does not even open to its
own people, who suffer and die slowly.’’

Castro himself has made it clear that
he has no intention of implementing
any type of democratic reform in Cuba.

Earlier this year, the Cuban tyrant
reiterated his commitment to social-
ism or death and claimed ‘‘I still speak
the same, dress the same and think the
same.’’ Oh, yes, we know this.

The last few weeks have been par-
ticularly busy for Castro and his thugs.
For example, on January 5, pro human
rights activist, Ernesto Colas Garcia,
was detained, threatened, and beaten
by Castro’s thugs when returning home
from a human rights organization
meeting.

On January 14, five dissidents, among
them, Rolando Munoz Yyobre and
Ofelia Nardo, were detained while on
their way to attend a peaceful march
in honor of Martin Luther King, Jr.

On January 20, Cuban independent
journalist, Jesus Diaz Hernandez, was
sentenced to 4 years in jail for dan-
gerous social behavior for his reporting
of human rights abuses. Sadly, under
the new law imposed by the dictator,
the next independent journalist like
Jesus Diaz Hernandez will not be sen-
tenced to 4 years but rather at least 15
years in prison.

Just this morning, The Miami Herald
reports that Dr. Oscar Eliaz Biscet, of
the Lawton Foundation for Human
Rights, a leading dissident group on
the island, was arrested after partici-
pating in an event to commemorate
the third anniversary of the regime’s
massacre of the Brothers to the Rescue
pilots. Dr. Biscet had been previously
detained and arrested for pro-democ-
racy activities.

Mr. Speaker, the Clinton administra-
tion should wake up and take notice
before it continues weakening U.S. pol-
icy toward Castro, because the dictator
has no intention of loosening up his
grip on power. Flirting with the dic-
tator through easing of sanctions will
not work. And certainly no baseball
game or rock musical concert will
bring freedom to Cuba either.

The United States should not reward
Castro for his repression. Doing so
would be unconscionable.

Let us remember the four brave
young men who were killed by Castro’s
thugs just 3 years ago, Pablo Morales,
Carlos Costa, Armando Alejandre, and
Mario de la Pena. In their names and in
the names of so many others who are
victims of Castro oppression, let us
renew our commitment to help bring
freedom and democracy to the enslaved
people of Cuba.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. WOOLSEY addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)
f

HMO REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. BAIRD) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
along with many Members of my fellow
freshman Democrats to address an
issue that is central for the citizens of
our country and to our State.

As many of us have just finished long
campaigns, we are firsthand in touch
with the needs of the people of this
country, and one of those crying needs
is clearly the need for HMO reform.

We are here today to talk about that
issue and to talk about what we can do



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H683February 23, 1999
to solve this critical problem. The dis-
tinguished colleagues who have joined
me today will talk about their perspec-
tive from firsthand experience with
their constituents with people needing
health care who have been prevented
from getting the health care they need
unfortunately by the current status
quo. I would like to thank my col-
leagues in advance for their remarks.

Several years ago, the health care in-
dustry launched a massive advertising
campaign. There was a couple named
Harry and Louise who threatened us
that the sky was going to fall if the
President’s health care plan passed.
Without commenting on the merits of
that particular plan, I can comment on
what Harry and Louise said.

Harry and Louise said that, if we fol-
lowed the President’s plan, disaster
would strike in the following way: peo-
ple would lose their right to choose
their own health care provider, they
would have to wait for needed health
care, that bureaucrats would make
their health care decisions for them in-
stead of their doctors.

I am sorry to say that Harry and
Louise were exactly right about what
would happen, but the cause was the
people who sponsored the Harry and
Louise ads to begin with.

The health insurance industry led
consumers to believe they would have
fewer choices of providers, that the
type of care they receive would be de-
cided by government bureaucrats and
not their doctors.

But it is the health insurance indus-
try that profits while people are sick
that has been responsible for limiting
one’s choice of doctors, that has been
responsible for impeding the care
health care providers would wish to
provide that has caused long waits and
unfortunately has deprived American
people of the health care they deserve
and have come to expect.

But I am pleased to say that we now
have an opportunity to correct many of
those wrongs. With House bill 358, the
Patients’ Bill of Rights, this measure
promotes common sense reforms, re-
forms that each and every consumer
can understand and appreciate.

Under this bill, the Patients’ Bill of
Rights, patients will be allowed to
make medical decisions with their doc-
tors without the interference from in-
surance company bureaucracies and ac-
countants. Let me say again because it
has to be underscored, patients and
their doctors will make health care de-
cisions under this bill, not insurance
company executives and their account-
ants.

As I travel through my district of
southwest Washington, let me tell you
that this is one of the things I hear
most often.
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The other thing I hear is that people
want to choose their provider. They
want to decide which physician they
will be able to see or which nurse prac-
titioner or clinical psychologist. The

patient should have that right, and
under this bill, H.R. 358, the patient
will have that right.

This measure also guarantees the pa-
tient the right to emergency treat-
ment. The last challenge a patient
should face, if they are facing an emer-
gency medical decision, should be wor-
rying about whether their insurance
company will approve the procedure.
And yet we have countless stories of
precisely that happening.

In rural areas this is particularly im-
portant, where patients may not be
able to travel long distances to meet
with the approved provider and they
want to see the provider they have
come to know and trust with their
family over the years.

So, Mr. Speaker, I urge this body,
when the bill comes before us, to pass
this important Patients’ Bill of Rights.
It is common sense, it is the right
thing to do, and it is in the best tradi-
tion of American values of choice and
respect for autonomy.

With those initial comments, Mr.
Speaker, I would like to yield to my
good friend, the gentlewoman from
Wisconsin (Ms. TAMMY BALDWIN).

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Speaker, families
in Wisconsin are anxious about the
state of health care in this country.
They are increasingly concerned that
medical decisions are being made by
accountants, managers and other in-
surance company employees instead of
doctors and patients. Too often profit
takes priority over patient need. Pa-
tients are losing faith that they can
count on their health insurance plans
to provide the care that they were
promised when they enrolled and faith-
fully paid their premiums.

I have heard from many of my con-
stituents in Wisconsin on this issue.
They do not want to see doctors spend-
ing hours filling out regulatory or ad-
ministrative paperwork. They want
them seeing patients. They do not
want to pay for a layer of bureaucracy
whose sole purpose it is to deny or re-
ject payment for care already provided.
They want their dollars paying for pro-
viding health care.

We do not want decisions on how to
treat a sick child to be based on profit.
We want them based on sound medi-
cine. I do not want the issue of whether
my 92 year-old grandmother gets need-
ed physical therapy at her nursing
home to be based on profit. I want it
based on sound medicine. We do not
want the decision of which hospital ac-
cepts an emergency patient to be based
on that patient’s wealth. We want it
based on sound medicine. We want doc-
tors and nurses and other health pro-
fessionals making those decisions
based on their training and their com-
mitment to saving lives, healing
wounds, and treating illnesses.

It is time for Congress and the health
care industry to get their priorities
straight. The Patients’ Bill of Rights
can head us in the right direction. For
the millions of Americans who rely on
health insurance to protect them and

their loved ones when serious illness
strikes, the Patients’ Bill of Rights
could be a matter of life and death. The
Patients’ Bill of Rights is a guarantee
that medical decisions will be made by
doctors and patients, not managed care
accountants.

All too often people who pay their
premiums for years are denied care
when they become seriously ill. Health
plans should not be allowed to place ar-
bitrary limits on covered services.

We have all heard painful stories
from our constituents who were denied
care or services by managed care pro-
viders. I was deeply disturbed when I
heard the account of one Wisconsin
man in a hospital recovering from a se-
rious operation. He received a tele-
phone call in his hospital room from a
representative of his HMO telling him
that if he stayed in the hospital past
midnight the insurance would not
cover it. This gentleman had just got-
ten out of intensive care, and it was all
he could do to reach for the telephone
to take the call.

How frightening an experience like
that must be. This man filed a com-
plaint with the State insurance regu-
lator, accusing his HMO of playing doc-
tor, but little was done. It is no wonder
so many people feel anxious about
their health care these days.

Having a recourse when something
goes wrong is vital. Unfortunately,
ERISA preempts individuals in em-
ployer-sponsored plans from holding
health plans legally accountable for de-
cisions to limit care that ultimately
cause harm. Health plans should not be
allowed to escape responsibility for
their actions when their decisions kill
or injure patients. In our new managed
care environment we have to do a bet-
ter job of focusing on patients and not
the bottom line.

Six years ago we all in this country
hoped for reform that would guarantee
every American the health care they
needed. That vision was never realized.
In this time of economic prosperity, in
this time of rapidly changing medicine,
in this time of political opportunity it
is time that we renew our commitment
to health security for all. Many are
still afraid to take on that task.

The Patients’ Bill of Rights is an im-
portant first step in protecting people
who already have health insurance. No
one should fear that their insurance
company will abandon them when they
need it the most. This reform is an im-
portant step in renewing our commit-
ment to health care security for every-
one.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Patients’ Bill of Rights and I urge the
leadership of this House to place a pri-
ority on real managed care reform that
puts patients and doctors ahead of in-
surance company bureaucrats.

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
colleague for those very poignant and
accurate comments. I think she sum-
marized remarkably well the situations
we face today and the needed remedies.

Next I would like to yield to my good
friend and colleague, the gentleman
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from the State of Pennsylvania (Mr.
HOEFFEL).

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me. I rise
today to address an issue of critical im-
portance to the people of this country
and the 13th District of Pennsylvania.

Mr. Speaker, it is time to change the
way HMOs do business in this country.
Health care quality is suffering because
HMOs continue to seek to drive the
cost of health care lower and lower.
They have succeeded in cutting the
cost of health care, but the pendulum
has swung too far and we have to take
action to protect the health of the
American people.

When I go home to my district I hear
the growing chorus of complaints. It is
increasingly difficult for patients to
get to see necessary specialists. Pa-
tients are being forced to leave hos-
pitals only hours after having complex
procedures performed. Prescription
drug policies seem to change like the
weather. Plan provider networks are
small, spotty and too restrictive. Little
or no coverage is offered for clinical
trials and experimental benefits.

Last week in my district the League
of Women Voters held a town meeting
to discuss Medicare, but it turned into
a session complaining about HMOs.
The local newspaper, The Intelligencer-
Record, covered the meeting the next
day with a headline that says ‘‘Crowd
Tells of Health Care Horror Stories’’.
At the meeting Dr. Peter Lantos, of
Erdenheim, Pennsylvania, described
how he needed prostate surgery. His
HMO was unwilling to provide any list
of surgeons, making it very difficult
for him to make an intelligent choice.
He was also told he had to go to a spe-
cific hospital, not the one he preferred.

Now, Dr. Lantos fought the system.
He fought it and he won. But he should
not have had to fight, and he certainly
lost critical time. And Dr. Lantos is a
professional; a physician. He knows
how to fight the system. What about
average Americans? What kinds of pro-
tection do they have?

Something surely must be done, Mr.
Speaker, for the children who are de-
nied access to pediatric specialists; for
the women who want to designate an
obstetrician or gynecologist as their
primary care provider; for all those suf-
fering from cancer or serious heart dis-
ease who want to designate their
oncologist or their cardiologist as their
primary care provider; for all of those
people and others who have been vic-
tims, not beneficiaries, of a managed
care system that has lost its way. We
must find an answer.

Yes, we must continue to control
costs, but we must achieve four critical
reforms.

First, we have to make sure that
medical decisions are made by medical
professionals, not by insurance com-
pany bureaucrats and accountants.

Secondly, we have to lift the gag rule
that is placed on doctors by many in-
surance plans that prohibit those doc-
tors from describing the full treatment
options that their patients have.

Thirdly, we have to make sure that
patients have the fullest possible
choice of plans and providers.

And, lastly, we have to make sure
that HMOs are held accountable. And,
as a last resort, that means giving pa-
tients the right to sue their HMOs if an
arbitrary coverage denial leads to a
bad medical consequence.

Those are the steps we have to take.
We have to make sure that we provide
for good medical care for Americans,
and the answer certainly is passage of
the Patients’ Bill of Rights. It is a bi-
partisan bill. It has broad appeal. We
must answer the call of the American
people and pass this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I am providing for in-
sertion into the RECORD the article I
referred to earlier from the Doylestown
Intelligencer-Record.

CROWD TELLS OF HEALTH CARE HORROR
STORIES

(By Stephen Brady)
It’s frightening to think that a doctor in

this day and age would have to see 20 pa-
tients an hour to make ends meet. And how
could this kind of schedule reasonably be
called ‘‘care’’?

Dr. Peter Lantos of Erdenheim told this
story about a doctor friend. Lantos spoke
during a public dialogue on the future of
Medicare, held last week at Jenkintown Bor-
ough Hall and sponsored by the League of
Women Voters of Abington-Cheltenham-
Jenkintown.

It was just this sort of horror story that
motivated Rochelle Sonnenfeld of Rydal, the
league’s chairwoman, to organize the meet-
ing.

‘‘This is a nationwide project. We want to
inform the public about Medicare. We want
to get legislation passed that is worthwhile.
This is a very important issue to millions of
people,’’ Sonnenfeld said.

While Medicare was the announced subject,
many in the audience vented about health
insurance, especially managed-care provid-
ers, or health maintenance organizations.

Lantos told his own personal horror story.
‘‘I needed prostate surgery. The surgeon that
was recommended by my HMO had a poor
reputation, and they still wanted me to use
him. I found out they don’t give out lists of
good surgeons. I had to go through several
layers of management.’’

Dr. Todd Sagin, a family medicine and
health-care policy specialist, was the quest
speaker at the dialogue. He described Medi-
care, its history and development and ex-
plained why there is a crisis and what solu-
tions may lie ahead.

‘‘The Medicare program hasn’t changed in
close to 35 years. By today’s standards, it’s
an inadequate packet,’’ Sagin said, adding
‘‘Medicare is financed by employee payroll
taxes, and it’s going bankrupt.’’

Sagin explained why hospital bills may
seem inordinately high and outlined the
bills’ hidden costs.

‘‘Medicare only pays a certain percentage
of the costs of a hospital stay. You have the
high charges on hospital bills because the
doctor is getting a percentage, and the hos-
pital has to pay its own bills. They have to
charge more so all their costs are covered.’’

In the matter of managed care, he tried to
make sense of the maze of contradictions
that exist in the field.

‘‘The crux of the matter is who decides
what is medically necessary. Medical neces-
sity is in the eye of the beholder,’’ he said,
adding, ‘‘Most of us want the best tech-
nology, the best medical care, and we want

access to that care with the least amount of
red tape. And we want it at a low cost.’’

People who can least afford the medical
bills are not the only ones being hurt. ‘‘Our
government is being hurt by the high cost of
care. We are paying 15 cents on the dollar.

‘‘The companies we work for have to pay
the cost, and it will eventually weaken them
in the business world.’’

Elise Stern of Cheltenham had heard of an-
other horror story. A woman in her 80s was
sent home just two days after having a dou-
ble mastectomy. ‘‘The health-care system
should not be for-profit; it should be a social
service,’’ she said.

She also felt that the taxpayers’ money
could be spent more wisely. ‘‘We are taking
money away from the patients and giving it
to the stockholders.’’

Sagin agreed with her view. ‘‘What degree
should Wall Street have in making decisions
on health care?’’

Lantos agreed, adding, ‘‘I was told I had
the choice of one hospital for my operation.
I told the HMO I wanted to go elsewhere and
was told, ‘No, you can’t.’ I got treatment,
but I had to fight for it. You shouldn’t have
to fight for good care.’’

Mr. BAIRD. If I might, Mr. Speaker,
I know the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania has shared with me a personal
story about a patient who faced some
of the challenges he just described, and
why that is important is behind the
legislation are real world real lives of
people who hurt and suffer every day
because of the lack of this needed legis-
lation. Could the gentleman take a few
moments and relate that story to us?

Mr. HOEFFEL. I would be delighted
to. It is a sad story. I met with a
woman from my district last year who
reported to me that her husband had
become very ill the year before with a
head injury. He received care under his
managed care plan. His primary care
doctor wanted, once he was sent home
from the hospital, to give him a very
intensive course of therapy and the
HMO would not pay for it, or would not
authorize it. The family fought, the
doctor fought, and they could not get
approval. They gave him a lower level
of therapy, not what the doctor or-
dered.

Unfortunately, the husband died, and
the wife wanted to hold that HMO ac-
countable. She believes that the failure
to authorize the more intensive level of
therapy led to her husband’s death.
Now, I do not know if that is true. She
does not know. But she wanted to test
that. She wanted to hold that health
care plan accountable for what she
thought was an arbitrary decision, and
the law does not allow her to do that
today.

Part of what the Patients’ Bill of
Rights would do is to make sure that
people can go to court, if they have to,
as a last resort, to hold their plans ac-
countable. This bill would do it, and we
ought to pass it.

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman very much and appreciate
those great remarks.

Mr. Speaker, I would like next to
yield to my good friend, the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. MARK UDALL).

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman from the
State of Washington for yielding to me.
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Mr. Speaker, at one time or another

all Americans are faced with making
tough choices about medical care for
themselves and for their families. At
those times, the last thing anyone
wants to think about is whether their
health plan will be there for them.
They should know that access to vital
services and information is guaranteed
to them.

Here is what is needed, I believe, to
make sure that is in fact what we have
in our medical care system.

Patients should know that if they
have an emergency they can go to the
nearest emergency room without wor-
rying if their plan will cover it. No one
with a serious emergency should have
to call an 800 number for permission to
seek the emergency care that is need-
ed.

Patients also need access to clear and
complete medical information. The
reason for that is that informed deci-
sions about health care options can
only be made by patients who have full
access to information about the op-
tions available to them. As a part of
this, physicians should be able to ad-
vise patients of their options without
restrictions from their health plan.
Health care providers should know that
they can give accurate medical advice
without fear of retaliation by the
health plan that is in order at that
time.

Patients need to know they can ap-
peal plan decisions of denial or delay of
care when a doctor feels that the care
prescribed is medically necessary.
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Plans must put into place an internal
review process to address these con-
cerns. But if that process fails, patients
need to know that internal decisions
may be appealed to an independent
third party. They must have the abil-
ity to bring their grievances to a panel
free of the health plan’s influence.

All patients also need to know that
their medical plan has an adequate net-
work of specialists available who can
provide high quality care for those pa-
tients who need specialized treatments
and, if necessary, patients need to have
the right to seek specialists outside of
their network.

Mr. Speaker, our health care system
is not as good as it should be and
Americans need to know that this is
not as good as it gets. The Patients’
Bill of Rights is an important step in
the right direction toward making
these needed improvements and help-
ing ensure that all Americans have ac-
cess to quality health care.

For those reasons, I am pleased to be
a cosponsor of this important legisla-
tion. The Patients’ Bill of Rights will
put medical decisions back into the
hands of doctors and patients, taking it
out of the hands of the accountants and
bureaucrats.

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I might
like to follow up if I might once again.

I am sure that we can fill this room
with people telling their stories, but

they are important stories to hear. I
know that my colleague also has
talked to one of his constituents who
shared with him the frustrations they
felt under the current system, and I
wondered if he might expand on that.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speak-
er, I have a constituent who was in the
middle of chemotherapy for her breast
cancer. Of course, this was a life-
threatening situation. She was in-
formed by her oncologist halfway
through her chemotherapy treatment
that she had to find another
oncologist.

Now, my colleagues can imagine the
kind of turmoil and stress that that
added to her situation where she was
literally battling for her life. Now, she
fought back hard and was able to get
that care but only after a great deal of
time had passed.

My point in all of this is the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights would make this
a lot less likely to happen to the people
who surround us in our communities,
our families, our fellow citizens and
our friends. I think it is important to
remember the Patients’ Bill of Rights
is about people, it is not about regula-
tions. It is about people. It is about
providing the best possible health care
for all Americans.

Again, I would remind all of the
Members here that the Patients’ Bill of
Rights is about putting those medical
decisions back into the hands of pa-
tients and doctors and not allowing
those decisions to be made by some-
body who is maybe sitting 2,000 miles
away in front of a television or com-
puter screen.

I urge adoption. This is a very, very
important piece of legislation.

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, that ele-
ment of the deeply personal relation-
ship between a patient and his or her
health care provider cannot be under-
scored too greatly. It is not that we are
dealing with interchangeable parts of
some machine, unfeeling beings. We
are dealing with human beings who
build a relationship of trust and re-
spect and confidence and, most impor-
tantly, of caring with their health care
provider. We have lost that under cur-
rent HMO practices, and this bill will
go a long way toward restoring that re-
lationship.

Next, Mr. Speaker, I would like to
recognize my friend and colleague, the
gentlewoman from Illinois (Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY).

Ms. SCHAKOWKSY. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding to
me.

One of the real reasons that I wanted
to come to this body as an elected
Member of the House of Representa-
tives and why I ran for office in my
State legislature years ago is because I
want to be able to provide accessible,
affordable health care to people in my
own family and to families around the
State of Illinois and in this Nation.

It is really a disgrace that in this
country 44 million Americans have no
health insurance at all. But even those

that are insured, and that is what we
are talking about today, cannot be cer-
tain that they are going to receive
quality health care when they need it.

What we need to know, and everyone
has said it, my colleagues have said it,
is that patients will get the health care
they need based on medical decisions
and not on arbitrary rules set by bu-
reaucrats that are part of insurance
companies or HMOs. That is why I am
so proud to be a cosponsor of H.R. 358,
the Patients’ Bill of Rights, which is
sponsored by the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. DINGELL).

This bill, which failed by only five
votes in the last Congress, would estab-
lish critical protections for patients
and medical practitioners; and it
adopts the recommendations that were
made by the President’s Advisory Com-
mission on Consumer Protection and
Quality in the Health Care Industry.

As a former State legislator, I sat on
the Health Care Committee, and one
day Ann Vaughn came to our commit-
tee to give testimony. Ann is a resident
of the Springfield area in Illinois and
came to tell us about what her experi-
ence was when she had a mastectomy.
She said that it was really scary for
herself and her family when she got
that diagnosis. And my colleagues can
imagine going to the hospital for the
surgery.

She said, but what was really unbe-
lievable to her was when she woke up
in the recovery room she was told that
she would have to go home that day.
An outpatient mastectomy, we are not
talking about a lumpectomy, we are
talking about a full mastectomy,
tubes, grogginess from the anesthetic,
that she was going to have to go home,
that her HMO was not going to cover
the overnight stay.

Well, my colleagues can imagine, the
members of the committee were out-
raged and decided we absolutely had to
do something. So we did pass legisla-
tion that would say that doctors will
decide how long someone stays in the
hospital after a mastectomy, no discus-
sion, no debate. It is not going to be
whether the HMO says they are not
going to cover it.

Well, this is good. We got that bill
passed. But at the time I said, look, we
cannot go body part by body part. We
have to have a comprehensive approach
and get to the heart of who is going to
make those medical decisions.

Well, there is a lot of talk now about
Patients’ Bill of Rights, and everybody
is for it. I really have not found any-
body who is against it. But it is going
to be very important as we get down to
the nitty-gritty to look at what is in
the legislation that is really going to
guarantee that patients and doctors
are going to be in the driver’s seat.

What I really like about H.R. 358 is
three provisions that I want to focus
on. The first is the whistle-blower pro-
vision. That is, protection for health
care workers who see some kind of dan-
ger for patients in this medical setting.

Recent surveys have reported alarm-
ing percentages of health care workers
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who believe that patient safety is in
jeopardy. For example, a survey at a
large Columbia HGA hospital found
that 60 percent of workers reported
dangerous delays in nursing response
time relating to understaffing; 44 per-
cent reported medication errors; and 37
percent reported lapses in infection
control. However, only 13 percent were
confident that they could honestly an-
swer an inspector’s question about the
quality of care without risking repris-
als, without, in quotes, risking repris-
als. That is what they are afraid of.

A Peter Hart poll found that one out
of every four health care professionals
was afraid to speak out on the job even
to superiors. Now, think about it. If my
colleagues or their family member goes
to a hospital, wouldn’t they want their
nurse or doctor to be able to raise qual-
ity problems? Wouldn’t they like to
know that those professionals who are
on the front line every day, whose job
it is to take care of them, have the
ability to improve whatever health or
safety problems that they see, that
they are not going to be afraid to re-
port it because they are afraid that
they are going to be fired?

So protection for whistle-blowers, for
people who want to raise legitimate
concerns has to be in the legislation. It
is in this bill.

Second is the question of their right
to sue an HMO. Over 85 percent of
those of us with private insurance are
in some kind of managed care, where
HMOs and insurance companies have
the ability to deny, to limit or to ter-
minate medical care in addition to de-
nying payment. They have the ability
to override medical decisions of medi-
cal professionals even though they
have never laid eyes on the patient.
And when they do so, they are exempt
from accountability for their actions.

Now, again, we dealt with this issue
in Illinois. And we had representatives
of the HMO industry, and they sat be-
fore us in committee and they said, no,
we do not make care decisions; we only
make coverage decisions.

Well, I said, ‘‘Fellows, in the real
world there is no difference here. If you
are not going to pay for the care that
I need, I cannot get the care that I
need. I am not going to be able to af-
ford to go out and buy it by myself.
And so, if you said, I will not pay for it,
that is as good as saying I am not
going to allow you to have it.’’ That is
a medical decision.

We heard a story from an emergency
physician who was telling us about a
patient who had come in with symp-
toms, he thought, of a heart attack,
pain in the chest, some pain in the
arm. Went to the emergency room. Lo
and behold, they found it was not a
heart attack. It was some kind of gas-
tric distress. Home he went. The insur-
ance company said, we are not going to
pay for that; it was not a real emer-
gency.

Well, this emergency physician was
telling us, the next time this patient
had the same symptoms, he said, heck,

no, I am not going to be able to go to
the emergency room because I am not
going to get it paid for. This person
had a heart attack, and this person is
dead.

Well, come on, this is a care decision
that is made by the HMO. If something
goes wrong, we should have the ability
to sue.

And, finally, we have to address the
question of what we call medical neces-
sity. Who decides what is a medical ne-
cessity? Is it going to be a doctor or is
it going to be an HMO, a person who
has never met them, and yet the person
who is going to determine how they
can stay in the hospital, whether a
service is provided on an inpatient or
outpatient basis, if home care will be
available, what prescription drugs they
get, whether they get a lab test or fol-
low-up visit, and other key decisions.

Do they want someone who is hun-
dreds of miles away from them, who
does not know them, who may not be a
qualified physician to be making deci-
sions about their care? The answer is
obvious. Medical necessity needs to be
decided not by HMO bureaucrats but
that they should be made based on gen-
erally accepted principles of good pro-
fessional medical practice.

This bill says the health plan should
not be allowed to place arbitrary limits
on covered services. It says that doc-
tors should be able to prescribe the
drugs that their patients need. It gives
patients the assurance that their doc-
tors will not be helpless bystanders as
a bureaucrat goes ahead and makes all
the decisions.

So those are the three things that I
would like to see that really are in
H.R. 358. That is whistle-blower protec-
tions, HMO accountability, the right to
sue, and medical decision-making by
medical professionals.

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank my colleague particularly for
raising some issues that we had not ad-
dressed before and also for raising the
important point about how much it
costs us in our efforts to constrain
costs when people are forced to go
home from the hospital, where they do
not get the care they need, they de-
velop infections and then are forced to
come back, or when medication regi-
mens are cut off in the middle of some-
one’s prescribed treatment regimen
and they worsen in their illness.

When physicians or other health care
providers are forced to spend their days
on the phone begging for the treatment
that they know their patient needs,
that costs. When hospitals are under-
staffed and when the staff that is there
it is not at the level of professional
training, that costs.

When everybody talks about, those
on the other side, on the Patients’ Bill
of Rights against it, they say it might
raise costs. We need to counter, there
are costs associated with the status
quo and those costs are the cost in peo-
ple’s lives, the cost in the quality of
care. The reason people oppose this is
because the costs are borne by the pro-

viders and by the public while the prof-
its are privatized. That is the problem
with it.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, if
the gentleman will continue to yield,
that is absolutely right. And my col-
league is talking about dollars and
cents cost, and I think we have to have
a much broader view on how we cal-
culate that.

My colleague also talks about the
human cost. My father lived with me
for 6 years before he died and was part
of an HMO, and I cannot tell my col-
leagues the hours that I spent on the
phone, the letters that I wrote, and I
was writing as a State representative
so it presumably was even easier for
me, just trying to get him the care
that he needed, getting them to cover
what I thought that he needed that
they eventually did and that anyone
with common sense would see needed
to be covered.
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What if I was not there to advocate
for him? How much shorter would his
life have been? How much more dif-
ficult would his life have been? These
all have to be part of our larger cal-
culation.

Mr. BAIRD. I thank the gentlewoman
very much for raising those issues.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from California (Mrs.
NAPOLITANO).

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Speaker, I
am here because I am very concerned
specifically on this issue of the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights bill that is going
to be coming before us. My constitu-
ency is a working-class constituency. I
have been in that particular area for
over 40 years, so I know that the people
that I represent are people who have
generally some coverage, not all of
them have coverage, and it has become
a great issue for all of the people that
I represent. That includes some of my
businesses, because they have no
choice in some areas.

The gentlewoman from Illinois (Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY) talked about some of the
things that she would like to see in-
cluded in the bill. I agree. The whistle-
blowers is a very inherent part, an
oversight, if you will, directly by ei-
ther the providers or the people who
see the abuse or are able to articulate
where we need to make a change or
how we can address it to make it better
to provide the protection for the pa-
tients. The accountability has sort of
been overshadowed in the growth of the
HMOs.

Consider some of the facts that we
are now looking at currently and that
is that HMOs have witnessed consider-
able growth through the 1990s. By 1996,
60 to 70 million people were enrolled in
HMOs. That is about 20 percent of the
U.S. population or, put another way, it
is one of five Americans.

HMOs started off in my era back 30
some odd years ago to be a good thing,
and I belonged to one of them for over
35 years. They have made the medical
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profession a must-do. And I will not
name it, but they have been very recep-
tive to the needs of my family and to
other people around us, but there are
very few who put the patients’ needs
ahead of profits.

Now, another statistic. The for-profit
HMOs enroll 60 percent of all HMOs.
That means the other 40 percent are
the HMOs who are doing it because
they want to provide a service for their
community, and they much of the time
are being bought out by the for-profit
HMOs. So that means that my area
alone I am seeing a lot of change and a
lot of the closure to some of the access
for some of my working-class folks.

Another statistic. Two-thirds of the
persons under 65 are covered by em-
ployer-sponsored insurance. Of these
two-thirds under 65, 73 percent are
HMOs. That means most big companies
or most employers are using HMOs.
That means they have captured most
of the constituency that has to have
insurance.

Another statistic. A number of
States have enacted various laws that
regulate the practices to a varying ex-
tent. California was one of them, and
specifically because of the outcry of
the general populace of the need of re-
form in that particular area. They did
not go far enough, as far as some of us
were concerned, but at least it was a
start to be able to bring some sanity to
the addressing of the HMO’s heavy-
handed efforts to limit the amount and
number of visits, the services of people
who are in need of some very, very crit-
ical coverage.

Another statistic. There has been lit-
tle national legislation to regulate
HMOs and ensure that patients receive
quality care. Now, we know that is a
fact because even the press brings that
out, that some of the HMOs are making
exceedingly high profits. That is one of
the areas that certainly they are enti-
tled to make a profit but not at the ex-
pense of human life which as we have
heard some of my colleagues point to
that fact.

In 1998, Democrats fought for the en-
actment of the Patients’ Bill of Rights
that would have ensured medical deci-
sions are made by doctors and patients
and not by the insurance company bu-
reaucrats, a person who has no credi-
bility in the medical world to be able
to determine whether or not that pa-
tient should have that coverage or that
care.

It would have also ensured direct ac-
cess to specialists. Now, we might say,
well, that is up to the HMO to deter-
mine, but where are the bureaucrats’
credentials to say that they can deter-
mine what kind of service or what spe-
cial service they need so that they
would deny that to them?

It would also have ensured the con-
tinuity of care. I have just recently had
a doctor tell me that he is leaving an
HMO because the HMO has placed caps
on the number of visits that he is al-
lowed to see his patients. He refuses,
because of this, the Hippocratic oath

that he took, to not render care where
it is needed, so he is going into private
practice. That tells me something,
what has happened to some of the
HMOs that we are dealing with.

My Republican colleagues blocked
those efforts in 1998. Hopefully, we will
be able to ensure joint work together,
our New Member Caucus and some of
the other persons who are interested,
because the Republican legislation
does not ensure that we put medical
decisions in the hands of the doctors
and the patients. We want to put it in
the hands of those doctors and pa-
tients, not in the bureaucrats. And we
want to ensure that that weak legisla-
tion which did not ensure the direct ac-
cess to specialists is changed so that
anybody who has a requirement, a
medical requirement, and medical need
does get assurance that they will be re-
ferred to the specialist necessary.

And also that legislation that was
passed did not give the patients the
right to sue HMOs liable for making
decisions leading to serious injury and/
or death. To me, if my family member
were affected, I would certainly want
to hold the right to be able to sue an
HMO if they did not do their best to
take care of my family member or my
friend or my colleague. I think all of us
feel that way.

There is still a pressing and dire need
for a meaningful Patients’ Bill of
Rights so that, for example, in emer-
gencies, patients can go to the nearest
emergency room and that the HMOs
who feel that the emergency rooms do
not pay off and close them, especially
to urgent care, that we are able to have
at least geographically accessible
emergency rooms so that we can take
care of that need.

We also would like to see in that Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights we will include
that the patients are guaranteed con-
tinuity of care. When their employer
switches plans or when their doctors
are dropped or resign from that net-
work, the need for that care does not
go away. I think it is incumbent upon
us to realize that more and more we
are going to be faced with individuals
in our own backyard who are going to
come to us and request that we extend
that.

It also should include that the pa-
tients can be part of approved clinical
trials if no other treatment is avail-
able.

Mr. Speaker, our constituents await
our leadership to ensure that all their
needs are addressed in this 106th Con-
gress. I plead that we need to work to-
gether and not let our American work-
ing class down.

Mr. BAIRD. I thank the gentlewoman
very much. She raised two points that
I think were absolutely critical.

First, and I commend her for it, dis-
tinguishing between the for-profit ver-
sus the not-for-profit HMOs. In our
State, some of the pioneers of health
maintenance organizations were not-
for-profit organizations, voluntary co-
operatives that have in fact volun-

tarily adopted many of the standards
we are fighting to enact now through
law, but they saw the need to do the
right thing, to voluntarily allow pa-
tients to choose their providers, to cre-
ate an appeal structure, and they have
done the right thing. So I really think
we need to emphasize that distinction
between the for-profit and the not-for-
profit.

The other thing I want to com-
pliment you on is the observation of
the toll this system takes on health
care providers. The gentleman you
spoke about, have you talked to any
others who raised these kinds of issues,
other providers who said the stress of
the HMO, dealing with those is burning
them out, so to speak?

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Yes, very much
so. As a matter of fact, recently one
constituent told me, and he was a doc-
tor, that they have been told that they
must have something like 15 patient
visits a day at 15, 20 minutes apiece.
You really cannot provide the kind of
care, especially in the specialist area
like a heart doctor. To me it just indi-
cates that these people are being put
under pressure to move on to the next
customer. It is like it is an assembly
line.

We cannot treat human beings that
way. We need to ensure that those doc-
tors and those plans that are not for
profit, that we provide them with the
assistance that is necessary to be able
to render a service and increase their
ability to do it at a local level where
there is no HMO, even a for-profit. Un-
fortunately, that is not happening. I
think a lot of people are being dis-
heartened.

Mr. BAIRD. I thank the gentlewoman
very much for her comments.

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. I thank the gen-
tleman for the opportunity.

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Washington (Mr.
INSLEE).

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, it is a de-
light to address this topic today. The
reason is, when I think about the top-
ics we sometimes talk about in this
Chamber sometimes they are a bit ob-
tuse, a bit theological, a bit arcane,
but this is one that cuts right to the
heart of why we come here to serve, be-
cause this issue is one of justice for
Americans in getting medical treat-
ment.

This is not a matter of how many an-
gels can dance on the head of a pin. It
is not a matter of what is good or bad
tax policy. It is a matter of whether
you will live or whether you will die in
the certain circumstances that people
face in real life. For that reason, it is
time for the U.S. Congress to get off
the dime and act on this, to pass a
strong Patients’ Bill of Rights. It has
dithered, it has dallied, it has debated
for years and not acted, and it is time
for action.

Mr. Speaker, what particularly moti-
vated me on this subject, during this
last campaign I met lots of folks but
the one that perhaps sticks in my mind
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the most is a woman named Katy
Slater. Katy is from Issaquah, Wash-
ington. I did not know her before the
campaign. I happened to meet her on
the campaign trail.

She told me her story. It was a story
that, unfortunately, has become to
maybe not be typical but not atypical.
She got breast cancer. She had the
trauma that would be associated with
breast cancer.

She went to her physician. Her physi-
cian told her, this is a serious case; but
her physician held out one branch and
light of hope for her. That was to have
a stem cell transport. They told Katy
Slater that if she had a stem cell trans-
port, there was a good chance that she
would survive and that if she did not,
she would die.

So she did what we would do, Mr.
Speaker, in this case. She went to her
insurance company to whom she had
been paying premiums on a regular,
timely basis for 30 years. She told them
that the doctors had suggested she
have her stem cell transport, and they
said no. And she said, this can’t be
right. I have the physicians who have
said I need this. But they said no.

When she asked them, why do you
say no when my physicians have said
this is medically necessary, there is a
medical necessity for this, how can you
tell me I can’t have this procedure, her
insurance company to whom she had
been paying premiums for 30 years
said, no, ma’am, you don’t understand,
we make the rules, we decide what is
medically necessary.

When Katy Slater needed her trans-
plant, she did not have an appeals tri-
bunal to whom she could go to get a
third party to resolve this. She did not
have that. She did not have a legal
right of recourse against her insurance
company. She did not have that. She
did not have the Congress of the United
States saying to that insurance com-
pany that the physicians, the medical
community should decide what is
medically necessary, not the insurance
industry. She did not have that. And
she should have had that.

Katy Slater, I will give the happy
ending, Mr. Speaker, to this story. She,
unlike many Americans, had a retire-
ment plan. She had to cash it in, every
single penny she had. She got her stem
cell transplant 4 years ago, and she is
alive today because of the stem cell
transplant that her insurance company
refused to provide for her. But, to her
credit, she told me to come to this
body and try to fight for the next Katy
Slaters, the people who are going to
have this problem in the future because
she cares about them as much as she
cared about herself.

We need to pass this bill, Mr. Speak-
er, to prevent physicians from being
gagged by insurance companies. An im-
portant provision of this, and the gen-
tleman from Washington may have
touched on this already, this antigag
provision where insurance companies
now can gag physicians to prevent
them from telling their patients about

life-saving treatment, that is an abom-
inable practice, that is an absurdly un-
just practice, and this body and Cham-
ber ought to say so dramatically, and
they ought to say so soon.

And they ought to say it, too, Mr.
Speaker, and I will make a particular
entreaty. We are new Members. If I
can, this ought to be a bipartisan ef-
fort, an effort where we work across
the aisle together to make sure this
gag rule is ended, to make sure that we
have physicians decide medical neces-
sity, not the insurance industry.
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Mr. Speaker, the reason I say it
should be bipartisan is we have just
come through this political civil war,
and this would be a really good place
for us to start on a bipartisan basis to
pass a bill that is meaningful to real
Americans in their real life. And I
would suggest we new Members work
across the aisle to do that; and I say
that when I address the insurance in-
dustry, too.

And I think it is a good point the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
BAIRD) raised: Not all insurance com-
panies are guilty of the same sin here.
Many, many insurance companies have
provided fully adequate and com-
prehensive and quality care paid for by
their insureds, but some have not, and
it is for those good insurance compa-
nies, those who act in a fair and just
way, that this bill will protect so they
do not have to compete with the
outliers who refuse to respect honesty
and decency. This bill protects good in-
surance companies as well as the in-
sureds.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that we will
work together to pass this bill.

Mr. BAIRD. Thank you very much,
Congressman INSLEE. You know, I
sometimes think we are here in this
body for the Katie Slaters of the world.

Mr. INSLEE. She told me to say this
piece, and I have.

Mr. BAIRD. I am grateful, and I am
sure many other Americans are as well.

Mr. Speaker, next I would like to rec-
ognize my colleague from the State of
Nevada, Congresswoman BERKLEY.

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to tell you a story that explains
why I am a passionate supporter of the
Patients’ Bill of Rights. This story,
which is only one of many that I heard
during my campaign, illustrates why
health care plans must be held ac-
countable if their financial decisions
overrule the sound medical decisions of
a doctor.

This story is about a constituent who
lives in my Las Vegas district. The
man is a dialysis patient. He was
scheduled for dialysis treatments twice
a week, but over time he became toxic
in between treatments and was contin-
ually sent to the emergency room dur-
ing treatments. A third session became
critical for his very survival.

Rather than dealing with the ordeal
of gradually becoming toxic and rush-
ing to the emergency room because two

treatments a week simply were not
enough for him, the patient’s doctor
determined that without a third dialy-
sis treatment the patient would be
faced with a life-threatening situation.

But the patient was told by his insur-
ance company that his diagnosis called
for only two treatments per week. The
patient was basically told: Tough luck,
pal. Even though your doctor has diag-
nosed that there are three dialysis
treatments necessary for your survival,
we will only cover two of them.

So the doctor called the health plan;
he explained the situation. He graphi-
cally described how the health of the
patient was in serious jeopardy with-
out another dialysis treatment. Over
the phone the doctor told a health care
plan manager that the quality of the
patient’s life, in fact the patient’s very
life itself, was at issue.

The HMO said no to the doctor’s re-
quest. They said the diagnosis called
for only two dialysis treatments and
that that could not be changed.

The doctor said, ‘‘How can you say
that? I am the diagnosing physician.
The patient is standing right in front
of me. My diagnosis calls for three di-
alysis treatments a week in order to
save this patient’s life.’’

In this case, the doctor prevailed.
The patient got the necessary treat-
ment, and the story had a happy end-
ing. But there is a lesson to be learned
here. A doctor should never have to
argue to be allowed to provide critical
care to his patient.

In too many cases the balance has
swung too far in favor of the bottom
line. It has been said that there is too
much emphasis on dollar signs rather
than vital signs. I agree. The Patients’
Bill of Rights holds health plans ac-
countable legally if they reject sound
medical diagnoses and treatment plans
in order to boost profits. We owe this
fundamental protection to our con-
stituents, and I urge that we pass the
Patients’ Bill of Rights as soon as pos-
sible.

Mr. BAIRD. Thank you very much.
Mr. Speaker, I would like to finally

recognize our final speaker for this
afternoon, Congressman HOLT from the
State of New Jersey.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
colleague from the State of Washing-
ton. I am pleased to join today in the
fight for passage of the Patients’ Bill of
Rights.

My colleagues, the gentleladies from
Nevada and Illinois and California and
the gentleman from Washington have
ably presented arguments in favor of
this bill. I would like to address one of
the fundamental, one of the fundamen-
tal features of the issue here, that is,
the doctor-patient relationship, some-
thing I have observed closely. Few
things are more fundamental, Mr.
Speaker, more fundamental or more
personal, than the relationship be-
tween a patient and her or his doctor.

My wife is a physician, and the bond
between her and her patients is some-
thing important, even sacred. It is a
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bond cemented by honesty and time
and, importantly, by trust. The doctor-
patient relationship is the bedrock of
the entire health care system, and it is
one of the main reasons that people
choose to go into medicine in the first
place. That relationship between doc-
tors and their patients is under threat,
and all too often in our Nation today,
Mr. Speaker, the bond is being jeopard-
ized by HMOs who are more interested
in their profit statement than their
mission statement.

Mr. Speaker, there are insurance
companies that are trying do a good
job and many compassionate people
working for those companies, but
frankly the focus on profits taken by
some HMOs makes you think they have
more in common with Neiman Marcus
than Marcus Welby.

All of us have heard the stories, all of
us here have, all of us on both sides of
the aisle, families who worry that an
insurance company clerk rather than
their doctor will decide what treat-
ment they get, providers who are afraid
to tell their patients all of the health
care options available to them because
some might cost more, doctors who are
restricted in what medicines they can
prescribe and families who have to go
through endless appeals and mountains
of paperwork just to get the care they
deserve.

Just yesterday my colleague, FRANK
PALLONE, and I met with constituents
at Centrist State Medical Center in
Monmouth County, New Jersey, to dis-
cuss this issue. We heard from people, a
variety of people involved in health
care: doctors, nurses, patients, hospital
administrators and consumer advo-
cates, men and women who serve every
day on the front lines of health care.
They had one message for us here in
Washington, Mr. Speaker: Pass a Fed-
eral Patients’ Bill of Rights, legisla-
tion that will ensure that medical deci-
sions are not held hostage to business
decisions.

House Speaker HASTERT recently said
that he is willing to bring single-issue
patients’ rights bills to the House
floor, bills dealing with issues like gag
rules, emergency room standards and
direct access to specialists. There is no
doubt that these are issues that we
need to address, but we cannot, we
must not use them as an excuse to
avoid tackling comprehensive patients’
rights or we should not use them to
dodge the important questions, issues
of accountability and liability.

As soon as we raise the question of li-
ability, people say, oh, we should not
let lawyers run this. Of course we do
not want a health care system run by
lawsuits, driven by lawsuits, but the
question is: Who has the last word on
medical decisions? That is what we
have to protect.

HMO horror stories are not isolated
incidents. They are happening to fami-
lies every day in my district and in
yours, people who work hard and
thought they were protected, people
who see their loved ones denied the

care they need and are powerless to do
anything about it.

We need to act in a bipartisan way to
see that insurance companies are held
accountable for their decisions, their
medical decisions, and that they start
to think twice before they deny pay-
ment for needed care and, in effect,
deny the care. Mr. Speaker, we need to
pass the Patients’ Bill of Rights now.

Mr. BAIRD. Thank you very much,
Congressman. I appreciate those re-
marks.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to conclude
with just a few final comments. I, first
of all, want to express my gratitude for
my colleagues, particularly the fact
that they are from the freshman class.
These are folks who have just been on
the front lines of often very difficult
and challenging campaigns, but in the
middle of those campaigns they lis-
tened to their constituents, they lis-
tened to their needs, and they carried
those needs here to this body, and I
hope this body will act on those needs.

So I am very proud to serve as presi-
dent of our freshman class, and I want
to thank again my colleagues. I want
to also make just a couple of final re-
marks.

I asked to fill this role today be-
cause, in addition to being a Member of
Congress, I am a health care provider
myself. As a licensed clinical psycholo-
gist, I work with cancer patients, with
head injury patients, with people dying
of a number of terminal illnesses and
with patients facing severe depression.
I know firsthand the toll it takes on
patients and the toll it takes on our
providers and on our families and,
frankly, on this country as a whole to
have the current system.

There is a common saying, and the
saying is: If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.

Mr. Speaker, I would assert to you
and the people we represent would as-
sert to you and to this body that this
system is broke and it is incumbent
upon us as their elected representa-
tives to fix it. I believe the Patients’
Bill of Rights that gives you the right
to choose your provider, gives your
provider the option, the responsibility
to determine your health care needs
and that holds HMOs and managed care
firms accountable is the solution to
this system which is broken.

Thank you very much.
f

WHOSE MONEY IS IT?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. WELLER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise for
a few minutes to talk about some
issues I heard about back home during
the Presidents’ Day recess.

You know, Mr. Speaker, I have the
privilege of representing a very, very
diverse district. I represent part of the
City of Chicago, the south suburbs in
Cook and Will Counties, farm commu-
nities and a lot of bedroom commu-
nities. When a district is so diverse,

you really want to listen and learn the
concerns of the people you have the
privilege of representing. And I find
that even though our district is so di-
verse, city, suburbs and country, that
there is a pretty clear message, and
that is that the folks back home want
us in this Congress to work together to
solve the challenges that we face. And
I am pretty proud that this Congress
over the last 4 years has responded by
doing some things we were told we
could not do: balancing the budget for
the first time in 28 years, cutting taxes
for the middle class for the first time
in 16 years, reforming welfare for the
first time in a generation and taming
the tax collector by reforming the IRS.
And those are real accomplishments,
real accomplishments that I believe we
should all be proud of.

And when I was back home over the
last week listening to the folks back
home, I asked, what do you want us to
do next? And they tell me that they
want good schools, they tell me that
they want low taxes, they tell me that
they want a secure retirement, and I
am pleased to say that that is the ma-
jority’s agenda here in this House of
Representatives, to help our schools
and put more dollars in the classroom
and to give control of our schools back
to parents and teachers and locally
elected school boards. It is our agenda
to lower the tax burden on the middle
class because we believe that you can
spend your hard-earned dollars better
back home than we can for you here in
Washington, and we also want to en-
sure a secure retirement by saving So-
cial Security and rewarding those who
save for their own retirement.

But today we face an even bigger
challenge probably as part of this
whole process as we work on our agen-
da as both a challenge and it is an op-
portunity, and that is the balanced
budget bonus, the overpayment, the
extra tax revenue that came from 4
years of hard work of balancing the
budget. Expect that this overpayment
of tax revenues is going to total $2.7
trillion over the next 10 years.

That is a lot of money, and it is extra
money, and the debate is what are we
going to do with it? Do we spend it? It
is burning a hole in Congress’ pocket.
Or do we give it back to the folks back
home?

Now the President said that we
should take 62 percent of this surplus
revenue and use it to save Social Secu-
rity, and then he wants to spend the
rest on new government programs. A
lot of us here in the Congress say that
we should agree with the President on
that 62 percent and, rather than creat-
ing new government programs after we
save social security, that we should
give the rest back and pay down the
national debt thereby lowering the tax
burden.

And that is really a fundamental
question: Whose money is it to start
with?
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Whose money is it to start with? We
know that. It is the taxpayers. But who
can better spend it? Folks back home.
That is you. Or is it, of course, Wash-
ington? Can Washington spend it better
than we can?

Now, we the Republican majority be-
lieve that you can spend it better than
we can for you and that is really why
this is such an important debate this
year, because we have to look at the
issue of taxes in general.

Some say why is a tax cut so impor-
tant? Well, if you look at how it affects
families back in Illinois, the tax bur-
den today is at its highest level ever in
peacetime. In fact, 40 percent of the av-
erage Illinois family’s income now goes
to local, State and Federal government
in taxes. The tax-take totals 21 percent
of our Gross Domestic Product, and
since 1992 the total collection of in-
come taxes from individuals has gone
up 63 percent. Clearly, the tax burden
is too high.

The question then is, how can we
lower the tax burden for the middle
class? How can we help middle class
families? I believe that we should focus
on tax simplification, because is not it
time that we bring fairness to the Tax
Code? Is not it time to end discrimina-
tion in the Tax Code? As we set prior-
ities this year, to help the middle class
by simplifying the Tax Code, I believe
that we should simplify the Tax Code
by ending discrimination against 21
million married working couples who
suffer the marriage tax penalty, and
really it is a very fundamental ques-
tion.

Is it right, is it fair, that under our
Tax Code, that 21 million married
working couples pay on average $1,400
more in higher taxes just because they
are married?

Now in the south suburbs of Chicago,
$1,400 is one year’s tuition at Joliet
College. It is 3 months of day care at a
local day care center. It is 6 months
worth of car payments for some of
those machinists that visited us today.

I am pleased to announce that 230
Members have joined as cosponsors of
the Marriage Tax Elimination Act.
Clearly, there is bipartisan support for
simplifying the Tax Code and bringing
fairness to the Tax Code by eliminating
the extra tax on married working cou-
ples.

Let us work together. Let us bring
fairness. Let us simplify the Tax Code
and eliminate the marriage tax penalty
this year.
f

TRIBUTE TO BOB LIVINGSTON,
REPRESENTATIVE FROM THE
FIRST DISTRICT OF LOUISIANA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. TAUZIN) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I take
this special order tonight so that Mem-

bers of the Louisiana delegation and
colleagues from across our country can
honor the service of a gentleman who
will be leaving our body as a Member
on the 28th of this month, just a few
days from now; that being the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. LIVING-
STON).

Of course, Louisiana is still literally
in shock that we are losing the services
of this man who has represented our
State so admirably for so many years,
since 1977 when he first came by virtue
of a special election, the first Repub-
lican elected in the First District of
Louisiana in 102 years, and has served
our State for the past 11 terms, and
most recently for the last four years as
chairman of the most important com-
mittee of this body, the Committee on
Appropriations.

Bob is leaving many, many friends
behind when he takes his leave from us
on the 28th, not just friends and col-
leagues who have worked with him but
friends who have known him person-
ally, as I have, and others, throughout
his political career. Bob is an extraor-
dinary individual and, as he leaves this
body, I thought it important that we
take some time out to say thank you
to him for his friendship, his service to
our State and this country and to the
many people of the First District in
Louisiana who mourn and grieve the
fact that he will be leaving public serv-
ice in just a few days.

Colleagues have come to join me
today in honoring him and remember-
ing his great work for our country, and
I would like now to yield time to my
friend from Louisiana (Mr. MCCRERY)
for comments.

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
TAUZIN) for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, it is with mixed emo-
tions that I appear on the floor today.
On the one hand, I regret that our col-
league, the gentleman from Louisiana
(Mr. LIVINGSTON) will be leaving the
House at the end of this week and, as
my colleague, the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. TAUZIN) said, ending his
long, distinguished public service.

On the other hand, it is a pleasure for
me to come to the floor and say some
things about my retiring colleague, the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. LIVING-
STON) perhaps that a lot of people do
not know, and be able to share those
experiences that I have had with him
with the public.

When I came to this body 10 or 11
years ago as a freshman, never having
held public office before, I had a lot to
learn. BOB LIVINGSTON I looked up to in
more ways than one. He is a lot taller
than I am, but also I had followed his
distinguished career through the years
and I knew that he was a person of sub-
stance, a person of character and learn-
ing, someone who, if he would, could
teach me a lot about this body, how it
works, how to get along here, how to
get things done.

I suspected that because of his stat-
ure in this body, being a fairly senior

member even at that time of this body,
and having the responsibilities that he
had on the Committee on Appropria-
tions and with his own district in the
New Orleans area, that he would have
little time for a new guy like me. Well,
I was wrong. Well, I was right he did
not have much time but I was wrong
because he made time.

He took the time to counsel me on
numerous occasions. He took the time
even to travel with me to my district.
Then I did not realize what a sacrifice
that was for a Member, any Member,
much less a senior Member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, to take a
day away from his family, away from
his work, to go to some other Member’s
district for that Member’s benefit, but
he did it. He flew from Washington to
Shreveport, Louisiana, to help us in
Shreveport with an economic develop-
ment project.

Now that I realize, having been here
awhile, what a sacrifice that was, it
makes me appreciate that gesture on
his part all the more. He is that type of
individual. He is that type of human
being, of person. He really goes beyond
what is required of a Member of Con-
gress. He really goes beyond what is re-
quired of a colleague, even a colleague
from Louisiana, to help all of us.

I am sure each Member of the delega-
tion can relate a similar story about
BOB LIVINGSTON bending over back-
wards to try to help us with something
that we needed in the State of Louisi-
ana. So he has been a real asset to me
and my growth here in this chamber.
He has been a real asset to his home
district. He has been a real asset to the
State of Louisiana and to this country.

I will miss him. I know that Louisi-
ana will miss him, and I would submit
that the country will miss him as well.
So it is with mixed emotions that I ap-
pear on the floor here today, but I have
no mixed emotions about wishing my
colleague from Louisiana, BOB LIVING-
STON, well. I wish he could stay with us
a little longer but he thinks it is time
for him to go, and he will do well in the
private sector, I am sure. We look for-
ward to seeing him here often, though,
as he will still be able to share with us
some of the wisdom and knowledge
that he has gained over the years of his
public service.

So, Mr. LIVINGSTON, wherever you
are, and wherever you will be, know
that I have cherished getting to know
you, cherished the knowledge that I
have gained from my visits with you
and hope that you will know that I and
many others in this chamber will miss
you. Bon voyage. Come back and see
us.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, during the
course of this hour, I will be telling
some things about BOB LIVINGSTON as I
introduce my colleagues. I thought it
best, first, to say a little bit about his
family history. It is important to note
that one of BOB’s immediate ancestors,
for whom he is named, was ROBERT
LIVINGSTON, the minister to France,
who was sent on a great mission by
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then President Jefferson to acquire
from Napoleon the territory of Louisi-
ana. It was his signature on that docu-
ment of purchase that is of historic ref-
erence to us, all of us in the 13 States
or parts of States that have been
formed out of the Louisiana Purchase.

ROBERT LIVINGSTON was also the
sixth Congressman to represent the
First District in Louisiana. He served
between the years of 1823 and 1829. Co-
incidentally, when he signed that docu-
ment of purchase, of the Louisiana
Purchase, he signed it on April 30, 1803.
April 30 happens to be BOB LIVING-
STON’s birthday, a great coincidence of
history. Of course, BOB was not born in
1803. He was born significantly later
but nevertheless a coincidence of his-
tory that this document bears his birth
date on the signature of ROBERT LIV-
INGSTON, his ancestor.

What is interesting about this his-
tory is that BOB LIVINGSTON, our friend
and colleague in Louisiana and the col-
league of so many of us in this body
and a friend of so many of us in this
body, with all this great history, with
this lineage, nevertheless came into
this world to very humble conditions.

In fact, BOB was raised by his moth-
er, his father having passed away un-
fortunately early in his life. His moth-
er was forced to take a job in a ship-
yard, where she worked to raise BOB
and his sister, Carolyn. His mother
Dorothy Billet worked those days in
that shipyard for her two children to
give them a better life and to introduce
them to an education.

BOB went on to get his education,
getting his degrees, both undergradu-
ate and his law degree at Tulane Uni-
versity, and went on to a great and dis-
tinguished career which I will later de-
scribe today.

It is from these humble beginnings
that BOB LIVINGSTON represents, as so
many stories in American history and
in this chamber, the life of an Amer-
ican citizen coming from humble roots
and yet rising above those difficulties
because he had a great mom who
worked hard to see to it that her two
children had a chance in life.

BOB LIVINGSTON himself returned to
that same shipyard and worked in that
shipyard to again begin his life and his
career, before he indeed went on to a
greater era of public service, again,
which I will describe in just awhile.

Now I want begin introducing some
of his other colleagues who also want
to wish him well in honoring this day
as we say good-bye to such a great
friend and colleague. Let me introduce
from the great State of California, the
gentleman from California (Mr.
MCKEON).

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
TAUZIN) for yielding the time and I ap-
preciate him doing this special order
and I appreciate him telling those sto-
ries about BOB.

I am not as senior as many here
today who will be speaking and have
not known BOB for as long, so I appre-

ciate the opportunity of learning a lit-
tle bit more about him on a personal
nature from some of these stories. I
also, like the gentleman from Louisi-
ana (Mr. MCCRERY), have mixed emo-
tions. I hate to see BOB leave. He will
leave a hole here in the House, but I
appreciate his desire to leave, and after
giving over 20 years of service to his
country I think he deserves the oppor-
tunity to pursue new ventures, new
paths.

I have been here now for just a little
over 6 years. In my first term here, I
remember BOB coming up to me one
day and saying that he would probably
be approaching me and talking about
getting some support for a leadership
position he was considering running
for. I did not know him really at all,
and I thought I was probably going to
support somebody else at that time,
but I started watching BOB. When you
are new here, you have certain heroes
that you kind of build up around you
and after awhile BOB became one of my
heroes. I appreciated his humanity. He
did not seem to get caught up in him-
self. There are people around here that
sometimes egos are hard to overcome.

People give us a lot of adoration, and
it did not seem to go to BOB’s head. He
kept his humanity. He kept his humil-
ity. I saw how people would talk to him
and he gave them his attention, and he
was a great listener. I appreciate the
integrity that he has shown through
his service here, especially the last one
he made with giving up the oppor-
tunity of being speaker because he felt
that that was the thing to do based on
his love for his family, his love for his
wife, and I think that showed us a
great deal.
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I appreciated his leadership style. He

listens, he builds consensus, and then
he moves forward with determination
to get things accomplished.

I appreciate the opportunity he gave
me to work with him briefly in moving
forward in his planning to be the
Speaker of this Congress. I had a
chance to look at him a little closer.
And all of the feelings that I had for
him grew because I saw he was a real,
genuine person. And we really will miss
him here, but I understand he is going
to be around in town and we will have
a chance still to enjoy our friendship. I
look forward to that.

Mr. Speaker, I wish him all the best
in time spent with his family and in
pursuing new ventures in life, and feel
that it is a privilege and honor to be
able to call him a friend.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from California. BOB did
not live his whole life as a welder in
the shipyards. He went on to other pur-
suits, and one of those was his distin-
guished service in the United States
Navy as an enlisted man from 1961 to
1963. He received, later on, an honor-
able discharge from the Naval Reserve
in 1967.

BOB’s career before politics was in
law enforcement, and he served from

1970 to 1973 as a Deputy Chief of the
Criminal Division of the U.S. Attor-
ney’s office in New Orleans and was
honored as an outstanding Assistant
United States Attorney for his work
there.

His experience also included, by the
way, serving as the Chief Special Pros-
ecutor and Chief of the Armed Robbery
Division of the Orleans Parish District
Attorney’s Office, 1974 to 1975; and he
was the Chief Prosecutor for the Orga-
nized Crime Unit of the Louisiana At-
torney General’s Office from 1975 to
1976. A distinguished career in fighting
criminal elements and representing the
Justice Department of our country,
and the District Attorney’s office of
the City of New Orleans and the Attor-
ney General’s office of the State of
Louisiana.

It is from that background that BOB,
I suppose, was encouraged to seek po-
litical office eventually and saw the
need for men, indeed, of great commit-
ment to join the Congress and to rep-
resent our State here.

And so it was in 1977 that he indeed
succeeded in his second quest to come
to the Congress in a district that had a
3 percent Republican registration, by
the way, when he was elected; an indi-
cation of the way that he has reached
out across boundaries, old boundaries
and old walls and old wounds to build a
consensus, as he demonstrated in his
years in Congress.

At this point I would like to go
across the aisle and to recognize a col-
league of his, a great friend of his, the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
CARDIN).

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Louisiana for
yielding me this time so I can express
my congratulations to BOB LIVINGSTON
and thank him for his public service.

I think the Members of this body
know very well many of his strengths
and many of his contributions to this
institution. The great chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations who
helped bring about, as has been pointed
out, consensus on a lot of the difficult
fiscal issues of our country.

People think of him in the Repub-
lican Caucus for his leadership in rising
to the top of the Republican Caucus
here in Congress. I might just give one
more dimension to where I think BOB
LIVINGSTON has made a unique con-
tribution to this institution, and that
is the love of this institution and the
respect for what this body should be
doing and the respect for each Member
in this institution.

Before coming to Congress, I was the
Speaker of our House in the State of
Maryland, and I really appreciated in-
dividuals who went out of their way to
speak up for an institution when it is
many times very fashionable to bash
an institution, to go back home and
slam it and say, gee, I can make politi-
cal points. But that is not BOB LIVING-
STON. He understood that we are going
to do better as a body if we strengthen
the body. He singled himself out here
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as a person who wanted to go the extra
mile to strengthen this body.

I had the opportunity, did not ask for
it, nor did Mr. LIVINGSTON ask for it, to
cochair the group that looked over the
ethics laws that we have to abide by
here. I do not think anyone but BOB
LIVINGSTON could have successfully
navigated all the mine fields that we
had in that effort. He brought out a bill
that ultimately is now the ethics
standards by which we live that have
really elevated us above partisan at-
tacks. It is not by accident that these
last years have been more peaceful as
far as the ethics process. And BOB LIV-
INGSTON deserves the credit for doing
that.

He truly is a unique individual in his
love for this institution and I just
could not pass up this opportunity to
say from one Member, ‘‘Thank you for
your public service, thank you for your
friendship, we will miss you. We will
miss you on both sides of the aisle.’’

Mr. Speaker, we like a good fight on
the Democratic side and we always ap-
preciated having a good fight with the
gentleman from Louisiana. We just
wish we could have won a few more
times. Congratulations.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
CARDIN). I might add that the Dean of
the House, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. DINGELL) will be inserting his
comments into the RECORD somewhere
at this point, along with other Mem-
bers of the other side of the aisle who
have also recognized and appreciated
BOB’s service and his willingness in-
deed to cross those boundaries and
lines that divide us too often to build
consensus and to work as a team.

In fact, so good was BOB at that ef-
fort, that I think it is worth recording
and worth reporting today that just a
few years ago when we passed what we
thought would be a 5- to 7-year effort
to balance the books of this govern-
ment over that 5- or 7-year period, BOB
LIVINGSTON took over the reins of the
Committee on Appropriations and for
the first time did something quite re-
markable in all the years I have served
with him in these 11 terms, and that is
he actually provided a lower level of
expenditure than the previous year.

The result of that austerity, that dif-
ficult set of choices that he was willing
to forge with Members on both sides of
the aisle to bring us to a balanced
budget agreement and to enforce it by
stringent controls of the Committee on
Appropriations, where obviously we
want to go help people by spending
money. He nevertheless exercised such
restraint and control that within sev-
eral years, not the 5 or 7 predicted by
many economists, but within 7 years
we are debating about what to do with
the surplus, rather than the great defi-
cits that were predicted for our coun-
try in all of these years.

BOB probably more than any other
individual in this Chamber, I think, is
personally responsible for getting us
that surplus earlier than anyone ex-

pected because of the discipline he
showed in those early years as Appro-
priations chairman and because he was
willing to work across the aisle.

Several of the appropriations car-
dinals who helped make it work are
here today and I want to recognize
them. First, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. PACKARD).

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HAYES). Before the gentleman from
California is recognized, let me exer-
cise for a moment the privilege of the
Chair to extend my thanks personally
to the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
LIVINGSTON) and his wife Bonnie, for
the friendship, the wisdom, and the
kindness that they extended to me and
my family. And also for the honor that
he has brought to the country, his fam-
ily, and this body by his actions.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
PACKARD) is recognized.

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I have a
long and rather eloquent statement to
make and I am just going to submit
that for the RECORD and speak from the
heart.

BOB is the kind of person in my life
that one does speak heart to heart
quite occasionally, and I have had that
thrill and that opportunity. Really in a
short hour of special orders, it does not
do justice in paying tribute from this
body to a man that has had such a re-
markable influence on the institution
and on the country.

Mr. Speaker, I wish that we had more
time and more opportunity, but maybe
that is not what we need. We just need
to let BOB know how much we love and
appreciate what he has done.

I have served here for 16 years and so
I have known BOB for those 16 years
and watched him grow and watched
him become a rather significant leader
in this institution, and ultimately rise
to the point where he changed the di-
rection of the country.

I have always believed that where we
spend our money, whether it be in busi-
ness, whether it be in our family budg-
et, or whether it be in government,
where we spend our money is where we
set priorities. We spend our money
where our priorities are. We can give
lip service to priorities, but if we do
not really fund or spend our money in
those areas, then it is just rhetoric.

But the Committee on Appropria-
tions determines the priorities of this
country. We determine where the
money goes and we determine what is
going to be funded, what is not, and at
what level they will be funded. And
BOB has been the leader of that process.
And so in that sense, he has literally
changed the direction of this country
and I think very much for the good.

As the gentleman from Louisiana
(Mr. TAUZIN) mentioned, he was prob-
ably the most responsible person in all
of this Congress for balancing the
budget because, again, he controlled
the pursestrings. He controlled some of
us who serve as chairmen that also
control pursestrings, but he was the
one who gave us the direction. He was

our leader and every one of us looked
to him for leadership.

I appreciated the fact that he called
me to be a chairman of one of his sub-
committees. That was an honor to me,
and I appreciated the chance to work
with him.

Actually, when the Republicans took
the majority 4 years ago, that changed
the direction. BOB was at that time put
in the most, perhaps one of the most
responsible positions in the House by
our Speaker, Newt Gingrich, to be the
chairman. Even though he was not the
ranking member of the committee, he
became the chairman of the Committee
on Appropriations.

Why was he chosen even though he
was down the list a few slots? He was
chosen because he had demonstrated
the ability to make very difficult
choices and make them right. That is
really a unique quality of anyone to be
able to make very difficult choices, but
to make the right decisions in making
those choices. And there is no position
in the Congress that it is more crucial
that we have that kind of a leadership
than chairman of the Committee on
Appropriations.

So, I really did appreciate the chance
to work with him. I learned a lot. He
was my mentor. He was, as someone
said, my hero and still is.

One of the things I noticed about his
leadership on the Committee on Appro-
priations was that he kept it fun.
Sometimes we lose sight of the fact
that we ought to enjoy what we do
here. I really had fun going to do the
hard work of the appropriators because
BOB was a fun person to work with. He
always had a twist of putting across
the tough difficult decision. And I
loved that, because we can get so seri-
ous and so passionate. And certainly
there are few people in this institution
that are more passionate on a few
issues than BOB LIVINGSTON. And to
watch him on the floor in those pas-
sionate speeches, we can recognize that
passion.

But one has got to enjoy the work.
One won’t be good if they do not enjoy
the work. BOB enjoyed his work. He
helped us to enjoy the work, and it was
a real pleasure to serve on the commit-
tee and to serve with him.

Mr. Speaker, I look upon him as
truly one of the more distinguished and
noble men in the country. He has had
me and my wife to his home. We have
been very privileged to come and share
some time with his beautiful wife,
Bonnie, in their beautiful home on the
Potomac.

I really do appreciate him. We have
worked well together. I have learned to
love him as a colleague. I have learned
to love him as a man. I have learned to
love what he has done for America and
what he has done for this institution.

There are few people in our lives, our
whole lives that we meet and work
with and rub shoulders with that genu-
inely have a remarkable influence on
our lives. BOB has been one of those
persons in my life. There are not many
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people. I could probably count them on
the fingers of my two hands, my father,
probably leading the pack, that have
made a profound influence on my life.
And I would list BOB among those.

Mr. Speaker, I would say to the gen-
tleman from Louisiana, ‘‘BOB, I will
miss you. I will miss you more than
this institution will miss you, because
you have been such a remarkable influ-
ence for me for good. I hope the good
Lord will bless you in your future ven-
tures, in your home, in your family,
and all that you do. I am confident
that he will, because you have really
paid your dues. Thank you very, very
much for your friendship.’’

Mr. Speaker, it is with great admiration that
I rise today to pay tribute to Congressman
BOB LIVINGSTON. BOB has been an unforget-
table force in the U.S. House of Representa-
tives and he will surely be missed.

When BOB LIVINGSTON entered the U.S.
House of Representatives 22 years ago, this
nation did not have a balanced budget and we
were facing increased taxes with each new
Congress. Thanks in part to Mr. LIVINGSTON’s
leadership, today Americans are enjoying a
budget surplus and a host of tax changes that
allow the American public to keep more of
their hard earned money.

BOB LIVINGSTON has a remarkable ability to
turn his ideas into action. He would take
ideas, pass them through the House and Sen-
ate, and get those ideas signed into law in a
way that no one else could. BOB LIVINGSTON is
a ‘‘doer’’ and he will carry this characteristic
with him in all of his future endeavors.

As Chairman of the House Appropriations
Committee, BOB LIVINGSTON was in charge of
all spending legislation approved by this body.
In all that he did, BOB will be remembered for
his fairness, his dedication to his work, and his
commitment to the interests of all his col-
leagues.

Over the past four years of BOB’s tenure as
Chairman of the Appropriations Committee, I
have had the pleasure of serving as an Appro-
priations Subcommittee Chairman. This oppor-
tunity to serve with BOB not only helped with
my own success as a Subcommittee Chair-
man for the past four years, but enabled me
to watch closely as BOB grew into one of the
most effective leaders Congress has ever
known.

As someone who has served on all levels of
government, both local and here in Congress,
I have often been amazed at BOB’s ability to
bring this diverse body together behind sound
ideas and policies. Time after time, BOB LIV-
INGSTON put aside partisan differences and
personal goals to forward an agenda that all
Americans could benefit from.

For the past four years, BOB and I have had
the opportunity to serve closely on the Appro-
priations Committee. This allowed our friend-
ship, which I already treasured, to grow. Over
this time I was continually reminded of the
level of man BOB LIVINGSTON is. BOB is an
honest man of high integrity and I truly respect
him as a friend. I know this institution will miss
BOB LIVINGSTON as a leader, but I will miss
BOB LIVINGSTON as one of my closest friends.

BOB, I’m not sure if you realize how impor-
tant you are to this institute, or how many lives
you have touched. As a colleague I am hon-
ored to serve with you and as a friend I ad-
mire you. While we may no longer serve side

by side in this House, I can assure you that
your legacy, or the many lessons you have
taught me, will not soon be forgotten.

I wish you and Bonnie all the best for the fu-
ture. Thank you for your service to this coun-
try. You will be deeply missed.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, we just
heard comments of one of our col-
leagues who indeed has worked so
closely with BOB. The relationship has
grown incredibly close and personal,
and there are others in this Chamber
who will speak, but I wanted to take a
minute to recognize one of our close
friends within our delegation who is
also with us to say a few words and
that is the gentleman from Baton
Rouge, Louisiana (Mr. BAKER).

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Speaker, I certainly
want to commend the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. TAUZIN) for his effort in
organizing this opportunity for Mem-
bers this evening on what is a difficult
but obviously very significant occasion
of the announced retirement of our
good friend, BOB LIVINGSTON.

So many speakers have come to this
mike already this evening and talked
about BOB’s passion. We do not have to
guess where BOB LIVINGSTON stands
when it comes to an important issue.
Everybody knows. And it is always an
informed opinion, one strongly held.
BOB is a person for whom all Members
have great regard.
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There is sometimes some concern if
he happens to be on the other side of
the issue because you know he is going
to be very persuasive, and I can speak
from direct knowledge on that subject.
I can also say that, as an ally, one can-
not have a better friend.

Rather than to talk about a lot of
things, I would simply point to one im-
portant project that I worked on for 31⁄2
years in this Congress with BOB LIVING-
STON as chairman of the Committee on
Appropriations. All too often, the
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations is viewed as the person who
has to do the tough things, cut the
budget, tell people no. But there is an-
other side to that responsibility which
all too often is ignored.

There was a facility within the Sixth
District of Louisiana that really was in
deplorable condition. It had ministered
to people in a certain health condition
for well over 100 years and was under
significant budgetary pressure to close.
It was historically significant, a facil-
ity that was built in the mid-1800s and
had served a great and long mission of
caring for people who otherwise were
viewed as social outcasts.

I went to BOB with the problem and
told him what we wanted to do with
that facility, which was to create a
new education and job training pro-
gram for at-risk youth, young people
who were out of high school, had not
gotten their GED, who were not yet in
trouble with the law but were likely to
end up in a life of social dependency or,
worse yet, in the criminal justice sys-
tem.

It took 31⁄2 years, but BOB LIVINGSTON
would be pleased to know that this
April the first class of young adults
will enroll in the Carville Academy.
These are people who are going to be
given a chance, not just to get a GED,
not only to get job training, but, at
that facility, they will be guaranteed a
job upon the completion of their suc-
cessful course work.

That is not something many of BOB
LIVINGSTON’s constituents would have
the opportunity to see. But it is com-
mitment to doing something right that
makes a positive difference for people
who otherwise may never even know
BOB LIVINGSTON’s name. That is the
kind of fellow he is. He has commit-
ment, purpose and principle. He never
gives up. He does not quit.

For the people of the Sixth District
and all of Louisiana, we will not only
miss his colorful leadership, we are
going to miss his positive, principled
leadership in this House. For that, we
will all suffer loss.

I thank the gentleman for yielding to
me.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend, the gentleman from Baton
Rouge, Louisiana (Mr. BAKER).

I present to the House another one of
the cardinals who have come to the
floor today to bid bon voyage to the
great chairman of the Committee on
Appropriations, the gentleman from
Alabama Cardinal CALLAHAN.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Louisiana
(Mr. TAUZIN) for making the arrange-
ments today for me to join most of the
members of the Louisiana delegation
in paying this tribute to my close
friend, BOB LIVINGSTON.

We develop friendships here in the
Congress. Ironically, when one leaves,
occasionally history will reflect that
one passed a certain piece of legisla-
tion that may be named after one or
one did certain things. But the real
mark of a character is how many
friends one has when one leaves here.

BOB, you certainly leave here today
with a myriad of friends, true friends,
friends that will stick by you no mat-
ter what, friends that you have helped
and friends that have helped you. I am
proud to call myself one of those
friends.

I happened to listen today to all of
these Louisiana Cajuns talk about Lou-
isiana, and I have had the opportunity
in past years to visit Louisiana, both
with BOB LIVINGSTON and the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. TAUZIN). I
have had the opportunity to meet with
their governors. They are always extol-
ling the merits of Louisiana, talking
about what a great, great State it is
and talking about the great res-
taurants and the cuisine and all of the
wonderful people there.

But I very seldom hear any of them
publicly talking about the greatest
asset that the State of Louisiana has,
and that is it is only like 75 miles from
the Alabama line. Each weekend, you
see these people coming from Louisi-
ana to visit the beautiful beaches of
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Alabama. BOB, you have been to Ala-
bama, and you have visited the beaches
there, and we welcome you any time
you want.

I would like to share some of the
comments that my colleagues have
made about your contribution. When I
first came to Congress in 1984, we had
budget level deficits of some $300 bil-
lion, and it seemed to be growing. Sud-
denly, 4 years ago, that trend stopped.
As a result of that, now we have budget
surpluses, something that has never
been heard of in our lifetime almost.

So many people are positioning
themselves or speculate on who was re-
sponsible. There are many who say
that Ronald Reagan started it, and cer-
tainly he did make a tremendous con-
tribution towards the beginning of this
surplus that was created. There are
some that said George Bush had a lot
to do with it, and certainly he did.

There are some, President Clinton
being one, taking credit for it, even
though some of us think that there was
very little contribution on his part, but
it did happen on his watch. Certainly
he is to be given credit.

But if there is one single individual
who deserves the most credit, we have
to give it to BOB LIVINGSTON. Cer-
tainly, BOB, that will be your legacy.
That will be the legacy you leave here
in this Congress that, under your lead-
ership, under your guidance, as the
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations, you cut the domestic spend-
ing level that created this surplus as
we know it today. I am happy to have
been a part of that team.

I had the opportunity to sit in on all
of these meetings and listen to BOB
LIVINGSTON pound his fist on the table
and say we are not going to spend more
money than ‘‘X’’ dollars. So I know the
contributions personally he has made. I
have watched it in my own little pur-
view of jurisdiction of foreign oper-
ations where he has said ‘‘no more,’’
where he has said ‘‘cut.’’ As a result of
that, we did cut. As a result of that, we
do have a surplus that we, ironically,
are arguing about today as to what to
do with that surplus. But is it not re-
markable and is it not wonderful that
we do have the surplus?

I listened to the history lesson of the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. TAU-
ZIN) about BOB LIVINGSTON’s great,
great grandfather when he was partici-
pating in the Louisiana Purchase. I re-
mind everyone and all of their friends
listening today in Louisiana that, at
that time, Mobile was the capital of
Louisiana. Mobile started the Mardi
Gras which you all take so much credit
for today.

So we, too, in Alabama sort of feel a
companionship, feel a kinship to BOB
LIVINGSTON’s great, great grandfather
who purchased the Louisiana territory
and thus, as a result of that, became
all of the great States that we know
today.

BOB leaves at a unique time in his-
tory. He is leaving on a good note. He
is leaving on the fact that he helped or-

ganize this Congress. He is leaving on
the surplus that I earlier mentioned.
He is joining another career, a career
where, hopefully, he will be as success-
ful as he was in the Congress and as he
was before he came to the Congress.

But he leaves at a very unique and
opportune time in his own personal
life, because this week, this week, he
was blessed with the greatest gift God
can give to man, and that is the birth
of a grandchild, Caroline Grace, who
was born just this week, the Living-
ston’s first grandchild.

So, BOB, you are going to have the
opportunity to spend untold hours with
Caroline Grace. She is going to benefit.
You are going to benefit. BOB is going
to benefit.

I am certain that your career as you
leave this body will be just as success-
ful as every endeavor you have ever
made in your life. I am proud to call
you my friend, and I look forward to
seeing you on a more personal level in
the years to come.

If I just might add one thing, when
you go out into the private venture,
when you begin making a little bit of
money whereby you can afford some of
the better things that you have been
denied during your public service in
life, I do wish you would buy an auto-
mobile with an air conditioner, because
let me tell my colleagues, I have so
many times, on so many occasions, rid-
den with BOB to meetings at the White
House and the State Department in his
antique automobile in the heat of Au-
gust without air conditioning.

I will assure my colleagues that,
after all of this is over with, with re-
spect to the rules and regulations that
say one cannot call on Members of Con-
gress, one cannot lobby, we are still
friends. We can still go places. But I do
wish you would get an air conditioned
car.

God bless you, BOB LIVINGSTON.
Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank

the gentleman from Alabama (Mr. CAL-
LAHAN) for all of his kind words and for
that piece of revision of history. We
want him to know that Mobile does, in
fact, do a marvelous imitation of the
New Orleans Mardi Gras. I have en-
joyed it in Mobile with him on occa-
sion.

I hate to correct a colleague, but BOB
LIVINGSTON does not drive an antique
automobile. That would be giving
much too much credit to that auto-
mobile. It is just an old automobile and
a pretty wretched one at that.

We are joined today by a great and
distinguished colleague, BOB, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER),
chairman of the Committee on Rules of
the House of Representatives.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am not a
cardinal. I am not a Louisianan. I am
not even from Mobile, Louisiana. But I
am a huge admirer of BOB LIVINGSTON,
and I have to join my colleagues in
saying how sad we are to see him leave,
but very happy for the great oppor-
tunity that lies ahead for both Bonnie
and BOB.

I am a southerner, though I come
from southern California like that
great cardinal we have heard from. It is
interesting to listen to the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) talk
about the disparity between the
Louisianans and Alabamans. From
southern California, they all look the
same to us.

But I want to say I remember very
vividly the first time that I met BOB
LIVINGSTON. I am glad to see that we
are joined by our former colleague, Mr.
Vander Jagt, here on the House floor,
who obviously had a very distinguished
career here as a member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. I remember
that it was at the time that Guy
Vander Jagt was the chairman of our
Congressional Campaign Committee
that I first met BOB LIVINGSTON. BOB
probably does not remember when that
was. It was at the Shoreham Hotel, and
it was just a few weeks after he had
won his special election to serve here.

I was there at some Republican gath-
ering at the Shoreham and was at that
juncture considering running for Con-
gress myself. While Guy Vander Jagt
provided us with great inspiration, the
enthusiasm that BOB LIVINGSTON
showed just weeks after he had been
elected was key to my deciding to
move ahead and to run for the Con-
gress. Because he said we have got to
win a majority in this place. We have
to do everything that we possibly can
to implement our very positive Repub-
lican agenda. Well, two long decades
later, nearly two decades later, we got
to the point where we were able to do
just that.

The gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
CALLAHAN) mentioned the issue of
spending cuts. One of the things that I
think is very important to note of BOB
LIVINGSTON’s reign as chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations was the
fact that, when we looked at emer-
gency spending, when we looked at
even spending for defense, urgent de-
fense items, what was it that BOB LIV-
INGSTON did? He said, there must be off-
sets. That, to me, was a very positive
signal. He stood his ground to make
sure that we would have those.

I hope very much that, as we look at
a wide range of spending programs for
the future, that we in fact follow that
great LIVINGSTON model which is a very
important thing for us, I believe, to do.

I was looking forward to being BOB
LIVINGSTON’s Committee on Rules’
chairman, as I have taken on this new
responsibility, and I am very sorry
that I have not been able to do that.
But I want to say that BOB LIVINGSTON
played a key role during that transi-
tion in late November and December.
The role that he played is still being
felt and I believe will be felt through-
out the 106th Congress and beyond.

Not only did he make many very im-
portant appointments of members to
committees and other spots around
here, which, to his great compliment,
Speaker HASTERT has continued to fol-
low through with, but it was a leader-
ship meeting that BOB LIVINGSTON
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shared where we implemented the four-
point agenda that we as Republicans
are pursuing: to reform public edu-
cation; to make sure that we provide
tax relief for working families; to deal
with saving Social Security so that
those that are at or near retirement
are not in any way jeopardized, but
also look at the very important plans
for baby boomers and those younger
looking at retirement for the future;
and, the fourth point, recognizing that
since 1985 we have witnessed a diminu-
tion in our defense capability. We are
standing firmly for rebuilding our de-
fenses as we look at the very serious
challenges that we face throughout the
world.
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Those four points, education, tax re-
lief, Social Security, and national se-
curity, all emanated from the leader-
ship team that BOB LIVINGSTON put to-
gether.

And so while he is retiring and going
on to an opportunity that will allow
him to maybe be able to buy actually
an antique automobile and replace that
with his old automobile, it is air condi-
tioned, he should know that the things
that he has done throughout his entire
two decades here, and most recently
those efforts that he was able to pursue
in bringing about the transition in our
leadership, will be felt throughout this
Congress and for many years to come.

So I wish him well, and his entire
family well, and I want to say that he
will clearly be sorely missed around
here, and I thank my friend.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, let me
point out to my colleague that BOB had
the good sense of marrying a good
Cajun girl, and Bonnie Robichaux has
literally been an extraordinary woman
and partner and friend. And to Bonnie
and BOB’s four children, Rob and Rich-
ard and David and Susie, who are all
indeed working, Susie here in Washing-
ton, D.C. and Rob and Richard and
David all in Louisiana, we want to wish
them the best. We know that now, fi-
nally, they are probably going to see
an awful lot more of their dad than
they could in all these years that he
served both in law enforcement and
now in the United States Congress.

To round out this extraordinary pa-
rade, I wanted to yield to another one
of the cardinals of the Committee on
Appropriations who can speak with
great eloquence about BOB’s friendship
and his extraordinary contributions to
this body and to the country, the gen-
tleman from Ohio, Cardinal RALPH
REGULA.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me. And,
BOB, tonight, when the phone rings, it
will not be someone wanting you to
change your phone service, it will be an
automobile salesman. Just make sure
it’s an American model; saying that
from Ohio.

We cannot claim kinship with Louisi-
ana, being much further north, but I
want to say, BOB, we do appreciate that

offshore oil that you send up to fuel
our factories and our farms and our
homes. And Louisiana, with your lead-
ership, has been out front in providing
for the Nation’s security.

BOB was given a tremendous chal-
lenge as the new chairman in handling
a rescission bill. We tend to forget how
vitally important that bill was to dem-
onstrate the majority party’s commit-
ment in real dollars to reducing the
cost of government. It was an enor-
mously challenging responsibility, be-
cause what his leadership required was
to say to people we are going to take
something back that you already have,
and that is not easy to do.

And yet we had a very successful bill
under the leadership of BOB, saved sev-
eral billion dollars in rescinding pro-
grams that would have otherwise been
wasteful spending. And, most impor-
tantly, it established a lower base. Be-
cause the programs in appropriations
build on the base from year to year to
year, that savings achieved by that
first rescission bill will lead far into
the future in saving the taxpayers
money. That was an enormous con-
tribution, and it was, I think, quite
evident of his excellent leadership as
the new chairman of the committee.

I would also say that I was always
impressed with his grasp of the issues.
Because as chairman, BOB would go
from committee to committee and par-
ticipate in some of the difficult chal-
lenges of each of the subcommittees,
and to do that he had to have an under-
standing of the issues. He did very well
in serving in that role. And I believe
that contributed substantially to the
success of the appropriations process in
achieving what we now have as a bal-
anced budget, because basically the
budget is a composite of all the sepa-
rate programs.

I would also say, BOB, if things get
tough, you can be a diplomat. I experi-
enced that in your office one day when
you were between a couple of Members
who had a somewhat different point of
view, and you exercised great diplo-
macy in avoiding bloodshed. A good
thing you did have those knives that
you had for the first meeting out of
reach. It was a real feat of diplomacy
because of the different points of view.

Also, BOB, if things get real tough
you can start a restaurant. You have a
wicked pot of jambalaya, and we en-
joyed that in your home one night. I
think you said you produced it. It was
probably Bonnie’s handiwork, but
nothing like taking credit when she
was not within ear shot.

But, really, I have enjoyed your lead-
ership and I have enjoyed the fact that
you have always supported each of us
in the subcommittees in dealing with
some very difficult problems. Often-
times we have to make decisions that
are not necessarily pleasing to Mem-
bers in order to keep a restraint in
spending, and to accomplish this re-
quired having your support as we
would bring a bill through the process.
I think you have done a superb job of

providing leadership. You have estab-
lished a benchmark that will be a chal-
lenge to those in the future.

And since it was the first time in 40
years that we had the chairmanship of
that committee, the way in which you
conducted it does create a pattern that
I think will be followed in the future.
So your contributions will reach far be-
yond your tenure in the Congress, and
I join all my colleagues in wishing you
and Bonnie the very best. You have
been blessed with a good helpmate in
Bonnie, and it has been a joy to just be
part of this Congress and serving with
you and knowing both of you.

Mr. TAUZIN. Thank you, Chairman
REGULA.

Mr. Speaker, before I yield to the
next Speaker, let me just point out
that this extraordinary conciliator,
this extraordinary legislator, who has
reached out across party lines and
whole divides, was once an opponent of
mine for the governor’s race in Louisi-
ana.

He and I contested mightily for that
position. In fact, then I was a Demo-
crat and he was a Republican con-
tender for governor of our State. At an
event after the race was over, I men-
tioned BOB had gone around the State
of Louisiana trying to convince every-
body what a rotten governor I would
make; and I had gone around the State
of Louisiana trying to convince every-
body what a rotten governor he would
make. And we must have both been
very credible, because they believed us
both so well they elected Congressman
Buddy Roemer to that seat.

In the end, I, a Democrat, left with a
huge debt, defeated in that race for
governor, turned to BOB LIVINGSTON.
And he, as our dean, led an effort, with
all the Members, Democrats and Re-
publicans, to help me pay off that debt
so that I could move on and serve our
State, as I have tried to serve it well as
a Member of the United States Con-
gress. It is that kind of spirit, this
man, that I think has been the hall-
mark of his career.

Finally, I want to yield to a few peo-
ple who want to comment about that,
among them my good friend, the gen-
tlewoman from California (ANNA
ESHOO).

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on Telecommunications, Trade, and
Consumer Protection of the Committee
on Commerce, the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. TAUZIN). I was in my of-
fice and I had this station on and I was
listening, Mr. LIVINGSTON, to the mar-
velous things that were being said
about you and I wanted to come to the
floor and pay tribute to you for the
kind of man that you have been, for
the kind of Member you have been, and
the leadership that you have provided
here in the House of Representatives.

Just anecdotally, my earliest mem-
ory of BOB LIVINGSTON is at the Her-
shey retreat, at the bipartisan retreat 2
years ago. I had gone to mass that Sun-
day morning, and I looked in front of
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me to say ‘‘peace be with you’’, and
who was standing there but BOB LIV-
INGSTON and his wife. Now, I think that
in order to be great, and in order to do
really extraordinary things, that you
have to be a good person. And I believe
that BOB LIVINGSTON is a very, very
good man.

The next time I remember seeing
him, and I thought, gee, we keep bump-
ing into one another at religious-like
undertakings, was here in the Capitol
at a magnificent, beautiful memorial
service for Congressman Emerson. And
there he was again in his tall and quiet
way.

I wish that BOB LIVINGSTON were re-
maining in the House of Representa-
tives, where he would continue the
very important work that he under-
took both as chairman of the House
Committee on Appropriations and the
kind of leadership that he has given.

This is the first time that I have
crossed the aisle and spoken from the
Republican side. I do that, Mr. Chair-
man, to pay tribute to you, because I
think that people across this country,
whether they know your name or not,
will be the beneficiaries of the kinds of
good things that you have done here.

You will be remembered long after
you leave here for your goodness, and I
wanted to come to the floor to pay
tribute to you tonight and to say to
you that I have every confidence that
you have many, many chapters of ex-
citing times of your life to come.
Thank you for what you have been
here. Thank you for the gentleman
that you are.

I want you to know that I am one of
many, many, many here that had
looked forward to working with you as
Speaker of this House. But you will
move on, you will be extraordinarily
successful, because you have all the in-
gredients of leadership to do that re-
gardless of where you are. And may I
say, ‘‘May God bless you’’. You deserve
it.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for her extraor-
dinarily warm and generous remarks.

I am pleased to round out this ses-
sion of honor to my friend BOB LIVING-
STON by yielding to another great
friend, a good man, another Congress-
man from my State, my dear friend,
Mr. Bill Jefferson.

Mr. JEFFERSON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding to
me, and I think the remarks the gen-
tleman made about the Governor’s
race, when you and BOB were in it,
were exactly right. We will have more
to say about that in the future, BILLY.

I want to say this about my friend
BOB LIVINGSTON. BOB started out rep-
resenting a district that was largely
Democratic. That is why I believe he
learned to work so well with Demo-
crats across the aisle, with Democrats
in general, and of course with his own
colleagues on the Republican side, be-
cause he had a lot of practice doing it
in the first district that he undertook
back home. BOB LIVINGSTON understood

how to deal with ordinary people, and
he understood how to deal with a city
that was as diverse as New Orleans is.

He and I had the good pleasure of
working together, not just as col-
leagues in the Congress but as people
who had a responsibility for making
the Congress regard our city and for
having the Congress respond to the
needs of our city, and we did that in a
beautiful partnership. He, of course,
was the leader of the partnership; I was
the junior partner. Nonetheless, he lis-
tened to me when I first came here. He
encouraged me, he gave me whatever
guidance he could, and he parted with
me over time to take the issues that I
knew were important to our area. He
listened to me very well and he made
these issues his own.

And so, BOB, for the folks who drive
the RTA buses, we thank you. For the
people who worry about the hurricanes
and those levied areas, we thank you
for that. For those folks who drive on
the streets that never really were quite
right, that never will be because the
ground is too soft and the street is al-
ways going to give way, we thank you
for always remembering us in our com-
munity development programs and ef-
forts. We thank you for what you did
for our schools and for education, and
for the way you tried to introduce
technology, a very new feature, into
the Louisiana economy, and how you
helped to diverse our economy.

We now have a monument that is an
example of the kind of innovation that
you are capable of, and it sits at the
University of New Orleans, and will be
there, I hope for all time, as a living
monument to your creativity. What
you did was to bring to our area, and to
bring to the whole of our government,
a new way of thinking about how to
save money and to consolidate and to
make our budget work better and in
more effective ways; and, at the same
time, to partner with the private sec-
tor in ways that now have created
more than 1500 jobs in our area in this
one facility and that will be there,
hopefully for a good long time, as a
BOB LIVINGSTON memorial.

Now, we all hope to be remembered
well when we leave this place. And as
many of my colleagues said earlier, I’m
confident that you will be, mostly for
your decency, because people could
talk to you, because they could work
with you, because they respected you,
and because we all looked forward to
greater service from you. BOB, for one,
I am really going to miss your presence
here and I am going to miss the pros-
pect of what would have been, I believe,
great service as the Speaker of this
House.
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And so, for those folks in Louisiana
who would like to stand here with me
today and from my district and say
good-bye to you, let me on behalf of all
of them give you our fondest farewell
and our fondest best wishes for you and
your wife and your family and say we

were lucky to have a chance to serve
with you and lucky to have a chance to
be a partner with you for the time I
have been and lucky to have known
you and your family, and we wish you
the best luck and Godspeed for all that
you do in the future.

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TAUZIN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Louisiana for
yielding.

I just come to the floor to say thank
you to a real gentleman, BOB LIVING-
STON, to say thank you for his honesty
and integrity, someone that I admire
very, very much and, last of all, to say
thank you for the opportunity that
BOB LIVINGSTON gave me to serve with
him on the Committee on Appropria-
tions. His leadership is something that
will always be very, very important in
my career here in the House.

He is going to be missed tremen-
dously. We love him and wish him God-
speed.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my good friend and neighbor for his
kind words.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TAUZIN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Louisiana
for yielding.

Not many people know, I think, the
heart of BOB LIVINGSTON, but he is
somebody that can be ferocious but
caring ferocious. I served under a lot of
different commanding officers in the
Navy, and we had good, bad and others.
So you get to judge leadership a lot
being in the service.

Let me give my colleagues one in-
stance, and BOB will remember this. I
had worked four terms trying to get on
the Committee on Appropriations, and
I felt that I had been cheated out of the
Committee on Appropriations, and I
did everything I could working with
the leadership, even above the Appro-
priations chairman, Mr. LIVINGSTON, to
get on Appropriations and Defense Ap-
propriations.

Well, it was almost a no-no situation,
and yet I proceeded to do just that.
And when I finally got on the Commit-
tee on Appropriations and Defense, BOB
LIVINGSTON, to get me on there, had to
give up his slot on the Defense Com-
mittee on Appropriations. That is what
he did. But, in the meantime, he took
me back in a little room and put his
finger in my chest and treed me for
about 10 minutes. But you learn that
BOB LIVINGSTON did this not in front of
other people but he expressed himself
man on man, directly to me. That
itself shows leadership. It shows car-
ing. It shows compassion.

BOB, we are going to miss you. God-
speed. And if I can ever be the wind in
your sails, let me know.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I think
this hour is just about over. It has gone
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much too fast, and there is so much
more we could say to honor and extend
our great respect to BOB LIVINGSTON as
he terminates his many years of serv-
ice to the State of Louisiana.

I just want to add one personal
thought. BOB and I have been friends
for a long time. We contested each
other politically. We have been on dif-
ferent sides of the fence occasionally.
At the end of the day, we have always
been friends. And that has been the
hallmark of his career. He leaves so
many friends here.

BOB, Louisiana will miss you. Louisi-
ana will miss your service. Louisiana
will miss your caring, concern for her,
for all of her people. And my colleagues
in Louisiana and across this body will
miss you for the good man that you
are.

Mr. Speaker, with great thanks and
appreciation to the gentleman from
Louisiana (BOB LIVINGSTON), who I will
now replace as dean of the Louisiana
delegation, I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to pay tribute to my friend and the Rep-
resentative of the good people of Louisiana’s
First District, BOB LIVINGSTON.

BOB LIVINGSTON is a man of courage and
honor. In every aspect of his career in Con-
gress, he has made clear his enduring love
and respect for the institution of the House of
Representatives in which he has served for 22
years.

At a time when our nation was calling out
for leadership, BOB LIVINGSTON reminded us
all that the institutions of our democracy are
stronger than any one person.

I have witnessed firsthand the strength and
fairness with which BOB LIVINGSTON led the
Appropriations Committee and how he dem-
onstrated exceptionally well the leadership
necessary to bring people of divergent ideas
and talents together. I can say proudly, too,
that as New Jersey’s only Member of Con-
gress to serve on the Appropriations Commit-
tee, Chairman LIVINGSTON was receptive to the
needs of New Jerseyans and supportive of my
work in Committee on important state prior-
ities.

It is, of course, legend now, that day he
came to take over the Committee wielding a
‘‘Louisiana fileting knife.’’ And with a surgeon’s
precision, he led us to make cuts that put our
budget in balance for the first time since 1969.
Under his leadership in the 104th Congress,
our Committee reduced government spending
by over $50 billion, and we continued this
trend in the last Congress, too. This will be
BOB’s legacy, and I am proud to have had the
opportunity to be a part of it.

BOB, you will be missed. Thank you for your
courtesy, and your friendship. I wish you and
Bonnie continued success for the future.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on my special order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HAYES). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Louisi-
ana?

There was no objection.
f

PATTERN OF BRUTALITY AND
KILLINGS IN NEW YORK CITY
LINKED WITH EDUCATION
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. OWENS) is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to add my voice of praise and con-
gratulations to the retiring chairman
of the Committee on Appropriations in
one respect that I think people keep
forgetting, and it ought to be an impor-
tant footnote in the history books.
That is that the biggest appropriation
in the last few decades for education,
the biggest appropriation, was the ap-
propriation in 1996 that came out of the
Committee on Appropriations. Edu-
cation got a $4 billion increase under
the leadership of Chairman LIVING-
STON, $4 billion.

We had gone for 2 years with propos-
als coming from the majority party
that we decrease education and that we
cut education. And the miracle of that
fall and the miracle of the sessions of
the Committee on Appropriations pro-
duced a $4 billion increase in edu-
cation. And I want to congratulate Mr.
LIVINGSTON, the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, for that; and
history should note that.

I am very concerned about education.
And I have been on the Committee on
Education and the Workforce now, this
is my 17th year. I really wanted to
make my speech tonight a speech
about the importance of the education
agenda, particularly the item of school
construction.

I wanted to confine my remarks
originally only to that subject. How-
ever, I must say that a matter of grave
concern to me forces me to broaden my
discussion, and for days now I have
been very disturbed about events tak-
ing place in my home city of New
York.

I represent the 11th Congressional
District of New York State, which is
part of New York City. The 11th Con-
gressional District is in New York
City. And although it did not happen in
my district, there was an incident
where the New York City Police De-
partment, a street unit, fired 41 shots
at a young man; and a large number
hit him, of course; and he was killed.
We do not use the word ‘‘killed.’’ He
was murdered.

Because there was no real reason why
a man standing in a doorway, innocent,
no record, no violent crime had been
committed in that immediate vicinity
during that particular period, and sud-
denly an innocent man, who happened
to be an immigrant from Guinea, was
killed in cold blood.

Of course, if this stood by itself as
one lone incident where four policemen
emptied their guns on an African in
New York City it would not have
caused the furor that it caused. But
there were other incidents recently.

Abner Louima, in a precinct adjacent
to my district in Brooklyn, was sod-
omized with a broomstick last summer
during the mayoral election that took
place. And Abner Louima, the four po-
licemen on trial for that still have not
been tried. That was another incident.

I have lived in New York City now
for more than 35 years, and I have been
an activist for most of that time, so I
can recite easily a long list of other
people who have suffered from police
brutality and police killings. The
killings stand out. And every time one
of them took place, I always said we
cannot get much worse than this.

When Clifford Glover was gunned
down in Queens, a 12-year-old boy who
was fleeing from the police and was
shot in the back, I said, how horrible.
It cannot get much worse than that.
But many others have taken place
since Clifford Glover was killed.

Claude Reese, Randolph Evans, who
was shot at point-blank by a policeman
who put a gun to his head in a crowd
and shot him; and there was no expla-
nation that the policeman could give,
so he finally was acquitted on the basis
of psychomotor epilepsy. They brought
a psychiatrist to court, an expert who
we have never seen or heard from since,
who described the condition of the po-
liceman as pyschomotor epilepsy. So
that policeman was acquitted. I said,
oh, you cannot get much worse than
that.

Then we had Eleanor Bumpers in the
Bronx, who was a grandmother in her
sixties, in her own living room who was
shotgunned down by a policeman, a po-
lice sergeant, who said that he was
frightened for his life because he came
into her living room and, not knowing
who he was, she lunged at him. She was
shot down in cold blood. And not only
was that sergeant exonerated, he was
later promoted. And on and on it goes.

In my district, several years ago a
young man was killed. Twenty-one
shots were fired from the police at a
young man in a car. They noted that
the car was stolen, and they identified
it. And they said he went for a gun, but
no gun was ever found. But he was shot
21 times. And we could not even get the
photographs of the policeman who did
that released.

So there has been one incident after
another and people have been crying,
as they always have the right to cry,
about public officials not providing
proper leadership. Where should we
leave them in this situation?

The demonstrations are taking place
in New York. Yesterday, there was a
demonstration near city hall. It was
one of about five demonstrations that
have taken place since this incident oc-
curred on February 4. Eight protesters
were arrested near city hall in Manhat-
tan yesterday when they chained them-
selves together to block traffic on
lower Broadway. And on and on it goes.

Several churches had special prayer
marches last Sunday. On and on it
goes, and it is appropriate that people
should be very upset.
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And it occurred to me that there is a

link between the problem we have in
New York City with education and
school construction and the problem
we see now manifested in the way the
police brutalize the minorities and the
pattern of brutality and pattern of
killings.

One of the facts in the pattern of bru-
tality and the pattern of killings is
that these accidents that the police
claim misjudgment or reasonable reac-
tions and responses, these accidents
never happen in white neighborhoods.
There have been no accidental killings,
there have been no atrocious incidents
where guns were emptied on white
young men or women. There have been
no grandmothers in the white commu-
nity ever murdered in their living
rooms by police.

The pattern is clearly the evidence
that it only happens in minority neigh-
borhoods. Yes, some have been His-
panic, some of the victims. Some have
been Asian recently. Because we have a
new immigrant population, powerless
Asians. One small kid who had a toy
gun was shot down by a policeman and
killed. On and on it goes.

The pattern is clear. Something is
wrong racially in terms of the actions
and reactions of the New York City Po-
lice Department.

I have been involved for a long time,
and I can give my colleagues the long
list of demands that we made 20 years
ago. Those same demands are being
made now. And yet nothing changes.
They sit as a permanent government of
New York, the newspapers, the New
York Times and the media, and they
all control public opinion, and they do
not want to see something happen that
does not happen.

So I assume that reform of the police
department, which is basic, the estab-
lishment of a civilian review board, a
number of things that we asked for, the
appointment of a special prosecutor to
deal with police brutality and police
killings so that the district attorney
who has to work with police all the
time is not in a position to prosecute
police. There is an intimidation factor
which is obvious. The ending of the 48-
hour rule, where policemen cannot
even be interviewed about an incident
like this until 48 hours has elapsed.

The movement of New York City into
the same category as the other cities
in the State where New York City has
the right to hire only policemen who
live in the city. Other municipalities
and counties in New York State have
the right to have a residency require-
ment. Only New York City, by State
legislative law, cannot have a resi-
dency requirement. So we have most of
the people who are policemen coming
from outside the city. They live in
communities outside of the city.

Of the people who were involved in
this latest killing, three of the four
lived outside of the city.

b 1845
Of the people involved in the latest

killing, the oldest person was 27. One

was as young as 23, the policeman.
That pattern goes on and on, and the
establishment, the power structure,
will not cooperate with the leadership
from the minority communities to give
any kind of ground in terms of meeting
demands that are reasonable: the ap-
pointment of a special prosecutor, the
residency law, the end of the 48-hour
rule, the establishment of a civilian re-
view complaint process that is not
tainted by the police commissioner
having the last word. All these basic,
reasonable demands have not been met.

On the other hand, if we look at edu-
cation, we have made some basic, rea-
sonable demands over the years that
also have not been met. Some atro-
cious things are happening in edu-
cation. There is a pattern of tyranny
here, a virus into the democracy of
New York City and New York State.
There is a virus of tyranny and a virus
of oppression which is reflected in
some atrocious acts that are being
committed across the board whether
you are talking about welfare policies
and recently the Federal Government
criticizing New York City and putting
it under a special court order for the
way its welfare policies are being han-
dled, the way people are being proc-
essed or whether you are talking about
hospitals and health care. The city hos-
pitals, the Hilton hospitals corporation
that has existed for several decades,
the present administration of the city
is trying to sell the hospitals, privatize
them. It gets so ridiculous until in my
district recently the laundry that serv-
ices the city hospitals in Brooklyn has
been ordered closed and they are going
to contract with a laundry across the
river in New Jersey because, by the
pound, they can provide the service for
a few pennies cheaper to launder the
linen and the sheets and the various
things that relate to the hospitals. The
pattern is to try to sell the hospitals, if
not sell them, destroy them. And then
in education, the pattern has been to
refuse to deal with obvious problems
related to education infrastructure.
School construction is no longer an
education issue in New York, and prob-
ably in large parts of the country it is
the same situation. It is a moral issue.
It is a moral issue. It is not a financial
issue in New York. It is a moral issue.

School construction reflects the
same pattern, the same mind-set of the
administration in respect to tyranny
and oppression of a certain group of
people. The worst schools are in the
minority areas. The worst schools are
in the areas where black and Hispanic
and Asian children go to school. The
worst schools are in neighborhoods
that have been neglected over the
years. So when you have a $2 billion
surplus, and New York City had a sur-
plus, revenue over expenditures last
year of $2 billion, not a single penny of
the $2 billion was devoted to meeting
school construction emergencies in
New York City. At a higher level, in
New York State, the State had a $2 bil-
lion surplus. I am sometimes ashamed

to come to the floor of Congress and
talk about the subject that I am going
to primarily talk about tonight, the
need for Federal aid for school con-
struction, because our State and our
city, even with the resources, is doing
so little, is dedicating such a small per-
centage of those resources to deal with
school construction. Why? They do not
care. There is a moral issue. There is a
determination made to destroy a cer-
tain segment of the population. The
basic human rights of a certain seg-
ment of New York City’s population
are being violated. There is a process
which is very different from the way
the Serbs violated the human rights of
the Albanians in Kosovo. In Kosovo
you have violence, you have bullets,
you have blood. It is kind of obvious.
But also in Kosovo they complain
about the fact that the school system
for the ethnic Albanians in Kosovo, run
by the Serbs, the school systems were
not teaching the children properly, the
basic problem of language they would
not teach but there are things they
complained that they had inferior
schools. I remember reading at the
time when the conflict between Arme-
nia and Azerbaijan had a lot of visi-
bility in the world that one of the big
things about an enclave of Armenians
that were in Azerbaijan was that the
school system was deliberately ne-
glectful of the needs of the Armenian
children.

So the school system’s neglect of a
particular population is not by acci-
dent. The people in power who make
the decisions, the people in power who
have the money, even if they have a $2
billion surplus, if they do not care
about what happens to a certain seg-
ment of the children who go to the
schools, they will not use those re-
sources. So it is more than just money.
It is a moral issue. We would like to
have some aid from the Federal Gov-
ernment and I am going to talk about
the need and the duty of the Federal
Government to provide aid but we cer-
tainly are not doing enough in New
York City or New York State with
what we have. Why? Because there is a
virus of tyranny, a virus of oppression
that has contaminated our democratic
process in New York City. There is a
small group that has managed to take
power and they have determined that
they are going to drive a certain seg-
ment of the population out of the city.
They are going to neglect them to the
point where they will be totally power-
less forever. And they continue to go
on and on successfully.

That is why I feel I have to deviate
from just talking only about school
construction and make the linkage be-
tween the pattern of police brutality,
police killings, the pattern of hospital
closings and privatization, the pattern
of neglect of certain neighborhoods de-
liberately, the pattern is such that we
have to link them together and under-
stand that we are fighting a much big-
ger problem than just the neglect of
school construction in New York City.
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And probably the application to other
parts of the country, certain big cities,
is the same. People in power who make
decisions about the money have over
the years neglected these schools and
now we have a crisis and they have de-
termined to do nothing about the cri-
sis.

We have a situation where the Gen-
eral Accounting Office in 1995 said that
we needed $112 billion to revamp the in-
frastructure of schools all across Amer-
ica. They cited, and it is not just the
problem of big city schools. There are
problems in rural schools which are
very serious, there are problems in sub-
urban schools, but mainly the biggest
problem, of course, is in the big city
schools, Los Angeles, Chicago, Detroit.
It is all over where you have deterio-
rating schools, in some cases endanger-
ing the health and safety of children.

The trailer problem. Somebody said a
few days ago, they called the trailers
learning cottages, not trailers. Let us
call them trailers. When the greatest
Nation in the world with the highest
per capita income and Wall Street set-
ting records every day, when they have
to have their children go to school in
trailers, then something is radically
wrong. The Vice President has recently
discovered some schools somewhere in
America where children are forced to
eat lunch at 9:30 because of the over-
crowding. It is such a crowded school
until they have to eat in shifts and
there are so many shifts that you have
to begin serving children at 9:30 and
you do not end until 1:30 or 2 o’clock
serving the children in shifts. That is
commonplace in my district in New
York. It is commonplace across New
York that children are being forced to
eat lunch at 9:45 or 10 o’clock in the
morning. That is child abuse. But de-
cent people, teachers with education
and a mission to help children, prin-
cipals, administrators, the city council
members, everybody is acquiescing to a
situation where children are abused
systematically by being forced to eat
lunch when they have just finished
breakfast.

That is the way you solve the prob-
lem, take the pattern of least resist-
ance. Treat the children of the schools
as if they were not quite human.
Maybe their parents will get the mes-
sage and move out of the city or some-
how take the burden away from the
city administration, or whatever. But
it is related.

The fact that you cannot have law
and order in New York City, some peo-
ple believe you cannot have law and
order without having a violation of
civil rights and without having justice
is not accurate. There is no reason why
we cannot have law and order with
civil rights being respected and justice
for all.

New York City recently announced
and they initiated last night, I think,
the policy where anybody who is
caught driving drunk will have their
car taken away from them. Well, the
first reaction of the minority neighbor-

hood is that, there goes our cars, be-
cause certainly anybody with alcohol
on their breath in the minority neigh-
borhood is going to be stopped. The
profiling that is so outrageous all over
the country where they have profiles of
criminals and color is a basic part of
the profile. You stop the cars where the
young people are black. You stop the
cars where the young people are His-
panic.

I want to congratulate the Justice
Department for its announcement, the
United States Justice Department for
its announcement that it is going to
conduct an investigation of profiling in
New Jersey, the State right across the
river from New York, because New
Yorkers and other minorities, certain
Hispanic and African-American young
people have been complaining for years
about the fact they always get stopped,
their cars get stopped.

The law of averages say if you stop
every car with a young person who also
happens to be black or Hispanic, you
are going to find a large percentage
who might have something wrong in
the car. They might have an open beer
bottle or they might have even some
drugs. If your profiling is done that
way, you are going to have a pattern
where most of the people who get ar-
rested are going to be black or His-
panic. If you are going to profile drunk
driving and stop more people in the mi-
nority community, more minority
drivers, you are going to have more mi-
nority people losing their cars because
they happen to be caught up in that
network.

We do not think it is a good approach
to punish people before they have their
day in court. But that is just part of a
pattern of moving to maximize law and
order at the expense of civil rights and
justice. It does not have to be.

The unique thing about our democ-
racy, what makes America so great, is
that these excesses we do not tolerate
in order to get the productive results.
Law and order they had in Mussolini’s
Italy. Law and order they had in Hit-
ler’s Germany. Law and order can be
achieved if that is all you want. But
why make law and order a goal which
prevails over everything else? Law and
order over civil rights, law and order
over justice. What you end up doing is
end up getting lawlessness. You get vi-
olence perpetrated by the people who
are hired or commissioned to carry out
the law and order, the SS, the Gestapo,
the police departments filled up with
people who are not given proper train-
ing, too many people who do not have
proper training.

I do not think that the whole New
York City police department should be
indicted. I think the administration of
the police department, I think the ad-
ministration in city hall must be in-
dicted because they have created an at-
mosphere, a mind-set, they have made
law and order a political objective that
must be achieved over everything else,
and they have created a situation
where people who are unstable, people

who are not properly trained, people
who have problems. One of the police-
men who shot Amadou Diallo, and I
might have gotten ahead of myself and
not been specific about what I am talk-
ing about in terms of the latest out-
rage.

Amadou Diallo on February 4, an un-
armed street peddler from Guinea, was
killed in a barrage of 41 bullets in the
Bronx. The people who shot him, one of
those people had also been responsible
for the murder of a young man in
Brooklyn not too long ago where the
young man was shot and the wounds
that he sustained were not life-threat-
ening but he was allowed to bleed to
death. They did not give him any medi-
cal attention for 45 minutes and he
bled to death. The doctors at the hos-
pital said if he had only been brought
to the hospital within a reasonable
length of time, his life would have been
saved. There were no obvious life-
threatening wounds at the beginning.

So Amadou Diallo becomes a symbol,
because he is part of a long line. Before
him Abner Louima, before him the long
succession of Eleanor Bumpers, Claude
Reese, Clifford Glover, Randolph Evans
and numerous others who were killed
by police under circumstances that
could not be justified. Anthony Biaz is
unique because he is one of the few per-
sons killed by police where the police
were punished.

b 1900
So it happened the policeman who

strangled him to death or killed him
with a choke hold happened to have
had a long record of brutality, and the
city and the union ran away from de-
fending him, and he was convicted.
Livoti is his name. Livoti was con-
victed of killing Anthony Baez in a
civil suit at least. And the important
thing is that some punishment was
meted out, whereas in the case of Elea-
nor Bumpers, the grandmother who
was murdered in her living room, the
policeman was not only not convicted,
he was given a promotion later.

So, the task I made for myself to-
night is to make synergy here. There is
a clear relationship between the way
and, as I speak, it applies to many
other places in the country so I do not
feel guilty about taking the time here
on the floor of the House of Represent-
atives to talk about this because in
other places in the country we have the
same kind of problems. The task is to
let it be known that the education
problem is partially, certainly, the ob-
vious part of the education deficit.

The lack of resources is due to the
fact that there is no moral commit-
ment to educate the poorest children in
America, no moral commitment, and
the poor happen to be mostly African
American, Hispanic. There is no moral
commitment to really educate them,
and that is why we cannot get around
to doing what is obvious. There is no
commitment there. There is no com-
mitment to provide law and order with
justice if you can just forget about jus-
tice and be careless about the way you
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provide law and order. Then Amadou
Diallo and Abner Louima and Eleanor
Bumpers, they are all sacrificial lambs.

I am going to go on to talk more spe-
cifically about school construction and
education, but first I want to enter
into the RECORD a letter that was writ-
ten by my colleague from Chicago,
DANNY DAVIS, and signed by many
other members of the Congressional
Black Caucus.

I wrote my own letter to Janet Reno,
and I am going to enter that in the
RECORD, too. It was like a ceremony
every time one of these outrageous
cases occurs and someone is
unjustifiably murdered by the New
York City police. I wrote a letter to
Janet Reno asking for an investiga-
tion. I asked not only that the particu-
lar specific individual incident be in-
vestigated but I asked that they inves-
tigate the systemic problem, why it
keeps happening over and over again,
why do only these accidents only take
place in minority neighborhoods, why
only people who are considered power-
less, why only people who are African
American or Hispanic or Asian, why
are they the only victims of police mis-
takes? It is really a question worthy of
the attention of the United States Jus-
tice Department.

But I ceremoniously write these let-
ters. I get an answer back from Janet
Reno and, before that, previous Attor-
ney Generals saying, we will proceed to
investigate, but I never get a later let-
ter which says exactly what they are
doing or what the outcome was. They
promised to investigate systemic po-
lice abuse in New York at the time of
the outrageous sodomization of Abner
Louima. Abner Louima was sodomized
with a broomstick and left to die. He
just was very tough, and although they
left him around for several hours, when
they finally got him to the hospital, he
fought, and he lived and was able to
tell his own story.

But the letter from Janet Reno said,
we will proceed, I have ordered an in-
vestigation. I even got a letter from
the local U.S. Attorney saying, we are
proceeding to investigate the New
York City Police Department, the sys-
temic problem, but you never get any
final conclusion or any progress report.

So DANNY DAVIS, my colleague from
Chicago, is asking the same things I
have asked repeatedly in my letters.
DANNY DAVIS’ letter reads as follows:

Dear President Clinton, we are writing to
urge you to form a Federal task force com-
prised of community leaders and Department
of Justice officials to investigate incidents
of police brutality and misconduct. As you
may know, on February 4, 1999, Amadou
Diallo was shot 19 times in New York City
when police mistook him for a rape suspect.
In all, four white officers shot 41 times in
Mr. Diallo’s apartment.

That is not exactly correct. There
was a doorway leading into his apart-
ment house.

Continuing to quote the letter from
Congressman DANNY K. DAVIS:

There have been numerous incidents of
this kind of unchecked police abuse through-

out the Nation especially in African Amer-
ican communities. In 1997, police sodomized
and beat Abner Louima, a Haitian immi-
grant, while he was in police custody in New
York City. In Los Angeles, there was the po-
lice beating of Rodney King. In Chicago,
Jeremiah Mearday was beaten by police who
were later fired. In addition, two young boys
ages 7 and 8 were arrested and charged with
raping and killing 11 year old Ryan Harris
when it was later revealed that these young
boys could not have committed the crimes
with which they were accused. We have nu-
merous examples all throughout the country
where this type of police abuse is or has
taken place.

There is a real perception in the African
American and minority communities that if
your skin is dark then you are in trouble. In
addition, police brutality has undermined
the respect of people in minority commu-
nities for the rule of law, because there
seems to be two sets of rules. We remain con-
cerned that the police cannot fairly inves-
tigate themselves. Moreover, we believe that
the formation of a national citizenry board
in conjunction with the Department of Jus-
tice provides legitimacy to a fair process.

If we are to have true racial reconciliation
in this country, then we must deal with the
issue of police brutality. Finally, if America
is to be what she ought to be, then there
must be one set of rules by which every citi-
zen is governed. We thank you in advance for
your assistance in this matter, and we look
forward to your reply. DANNY K. DAVIS.

And this was signed also by other
members of the Congressional Black
Caucus.

Mr. Speaker, I enter the letter of
DANNY K. DAVIS into the RECORD:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, DC, February 22, 1999.
Hon. WILLIAM JEFFERSON CLINTON,
The White House,

DEAR PRESIDENT CLINTON: We are writing
to urge you to form a federal task force com-
prised of community leaders and Department
of Justice officials to investigate incidents
of police brutality and misconduct. As you
may know, on February 4, 1999, Amadou
Diallo was shot 19 times in New York City
when police mistook him for a rape suspect.
In all four White police officers shot 41 times
in Mr. Diallo’s apartment.

There have been numerous incidents of
this kind of unchecked police abuse through-
out the nation especially in African Amer-
ican communities. In 1997, police sodomized
and beat Abner Louima a Haitian immigrant
while he was in police custody in New York.
In Los Angeles, there was the police beating
of Rodney King. In Chicago, Jeremiah
Mearday was beaten by police who were later
fired. In addition, two young boys ages seven
and eight were arrested and charging with
raping and killing 11 year-old Ryan Harris—
when it was later revealed that these young
boys could not have committed the crimes
for which they were accused. We have nu-
merous examples all throughout the country
where this type of police abuse is or has
taken place.

There is a real perception in the African
American and minority communities that if
your skin is dark then you are in trouble. In
addition, police brutality has undermined
the respect of people in minority commu-
nities for the rule of law, because there
seems to be two sets of rules. We remain con-
cerned that the police cannot fairly inves-
tigate themselves. Moreover, we believe that
the formation of a national citizenry board
in conjunction with the Department of Jus-
tice provides legitimacy to a fair process.

If we are to have true racial reconciliation
in this country then we must deal with this

issue of police brutality. Finally, if America
is to be what she ought to be then there
must be one set of rules by which every citi-
zen is governed. We thank you in advance for
your assistance in this matter, and look for-
ward to your reply.

Sincerely,
DANNY K. DAVIS.

Mr. Speaker, I also enter a similar
letter that I wrote to Attorney General
Janet Reno into the RECORD:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, February 6, 1999.

Attorney General JANET RENO,
U.S. Department of Justice,
Washington, DC.

DEAR ATTORNEY GENERAL RENO: Over the
course of the last few years I have appealed
to you and President Clinton to launch a
comprehensive investigation into the pat-
tern of misconduct by the New York City Po-
lice Department. The most recent incident
involving the shooting death of Amadou
Diallo on February 4, 1999, underscores my
concern about a police department that ap-
pears to be out of control. By all accounts, it
is obvious that officers have engaged in a
pattern of reckless guerrilla warfare tactics
against innocent victims.

Our community has grown weary of repeat-
edly being victimized by the institutional
racism that exists within the New York City
Police Department. Somewhere in the midst
of all of this confusion lies the fear of every
minority citizen that they could be next. It
should be noted that these incidents never
occur in predominately white neighborhoods.

We are deeply disturbed by the actions of
the police; shocked and amazed that it took
four officers and 41 bullets to bring one man
down. This individual was a human being,
not an animal. At some point, the leadership
of the city has to acknowledge that it is in-
capable of controlling the growing number of
misfits within its ranks and yield to a more
objective body that is not driven by politics.
We have a number of excellent police officers
in New York City whose reputations are
being strongly impacted by those who do not
have the best interest of our citizenry at
heart. One indication of the systemic nature
of the problem is the fact that a Street
Crimes Unit with life and death power over
citizens was comprised of four inexperienced
officers under 27 years of age.

Madam Attorney General, this is a very se-
rious matter and requires a very thorough
and comprehensive investigation. These last
few years have been emotionally draining for
the people of New York and I call on you to
respond as soon as possible to the urgency of
this matter.

Sincerely yours,
MAJOR R. OWENS,

Member of Congress.

Again, I do not need to read a list of
the demands that have been made over
the years. I have been involved for
many years, and the patterns are the
same on police brutality and the end-
ing of police killings. We have made
certain demands, and those demands
still are legitimate.

We demand, and the way to solve the
problem, probably not only New York
City but across the country, is to have
special prosecutors appointed for police
brutality and police killing cases. The
way to solve it is to have a situation
where any locality anywhere in the
country can hire policemen from
among its own citizens. People who
live and work in the same community
are less likely to participate in abusive
behavior.
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In New York, the demand also should

include the end of a 48-hour rule where
you cannot even interrogate a police-
man about an incident of brutality or
killing for 48 hours. Union contract
specifics that, and there are numerous
other demands which have been ap-
plied. The question over the years,
made over the years, that is still appli-
cable.

So I think what we need in New York
is a basic campaign, for a campaign or
a crusade for basic human rights. We
need to call upon the whole world to
take a look at what is happening in
New York and compare it to Kosovo. In
one sense, they are very different; in
another sense, the oppression and the
tyranny that has taken place in New
York is a preview of coming attrac-
tions. It is a very sophisticated kind of
oppression.

The virus of totalitarianism, the
virus of tyranny, have been introduced
into the democratic culture of New
York City and New York State. The
virus manifests itself in both ways,
through the fact that education is ne-
glected, abandoned. Even when there
are clear resources available, they
refuse to apply them to education. The
Governor of New York produced a
budget which had additional money for
the creation and construction of pris-
ons while at the same time he made
cuts in education at the elementary
and secondary level and also at the
higher education level.

This is a pattern now of both the
Governor and the Mayor. Both happen
to be Republicans, both are running for
or are interested in national office,
both are trying to make a statement
for the rest of the country. Therefore,
I think it is quite fitting and proper
that I should stand here on the House
of Representatives’ floor talking to
people all over the country about this
virus that has been introduced into de-
mocracy in New York State and New
York City. It is something that we
have to contend with and respond to.

And I do believe there is in America
a caring majority, that most people
care about democracy. Really, they
just do not want democracy for them-
selves, they do not want the benefits of
our great country only to be applied to
just themselves. The majority, there is
a majority, a caring majority that
keeps rising up again and again when
extremism raises its head. You see that
manifested in many ways.

I will not go into what happened re-
cently with respect to the ridiculous
indictment through impeachment of
the President and the trial that took
place and the final outcome of that,
how the majority of the people of
America made themselves known, and
they will prevail.

I think in the case of the kind of tyr-
anny that has raised its ugly head in
New York, which is a preview of com-
ing attractions of how sophisticated
vehicles and methods can be used to
oppress people by neglecting their edu-
cation, by degrading them, by crushing

their will, by forcing their children to
eat lunch at 10 o’clock in the morning
when they are still filled up with
breakfast, by having coal-burning
schools. Out of the 1,100 schools in New
York, 275 this time last year were coal-
burning schools. Now about 250 have
coal-burning furnaces polluting the air,
immediately polluting the atmosphere
in the school and polluting the general
air.

So we have an unprecedented asthma
problem in New York City, and so the
Mayor has an anti-asthma campaign
which is phony because of the fact that
during his anti-asthma campaign and
his appropriation of money to fight
asthma and the problem of asthma
nothing is said about ending the coal-
burning furnaces, removing the coal-
burning furnaces. No emergency has
been declared to get rid of coal-burning
furnaces. You know, we are making
some progress, but the City of New
York has not given this any special at-
tention.

There is an $11 billion construction
plan proposed by the Board of Edu-
cation of the City of New York, $11 bil-
lion over a 5-year period to construct
new schools and renovate old schools.
Periodically, every 5 years, they come
up with these plans, and the fact that
the plan is proposed should not mislead
anybody. The last plan was not ful-
filled at all. The plan that got a great
deal of publicity was a plan that
School Chancellor Cortinez produced
less than 5 years ago which called for
$7 billion for school construction and
renovation, et cetera, and he was ridi-
culed and driven out of town by the
Mayor because he put on the table
what the real construction needs were.
So to have an $11 billion plan proposed
does not mean that we are ever going
to spend that much unless unusual
things happened.

I am here tonight to try to make
some unusual things happen. I want to
make some unusual things happen not
only in New York City and New York
State but all across the country. I
would like to see some unusual things
happen in the construction and renova-
tion and repair and modernization of
schools.

I am afraid that we may reach a con-
sensus on education matters here. Both
parties are now trumpeting bipartisan
cooperation, and we know that that is
not going to take place in certain
areas, but it might take place in the
case of education, and my fear is that
a bipartisan deal might be at the ex-
pense of the schoolchildren in America.
My fear is that a bipartisan deal on
education might leave school construc-
tion in limbo or only make a token,
take token steps to improve the school
construction issue.

I am all in favor of everything that
the President has proposed in respect
to education. I endorse what he has
proposed. My concern is that he does
not go far enough. Certainly in the
area of school construction it does not
go far enough in his proposals.

I endorse the $25 billion he proposes
to finance. The simple plan is not that
complicated. They will, Federal Gov-
ernment under the President’s plan,
will provide between 3 and $4 billion to
pay the interest on $25 billion worth of
bonds over a 5-year period. That is if
the localities and the States will bor-
row the money, float the bonds and
borrow the money, the Federal Govern-
ment will pay the interest, which after
a 5-year period, if all of this works, if
every State and locality gets its share,
then the Federal Government will be
out of no more than about $4 billion for
interest, no more.

That is a lot of money. I am going to
say that is a small token. The Presi-
dent’s plan is the only plan on the
table for school construction that is
significant.
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I have not heard a plan come from
the majority, the Republicans, for
school construction. They are talking
about a number of other issues in edu-
cation but not school construction. So
I support the President’s plan. It is the
only plan on the table, but it does not
go far enough. It does not go far
enough and I want to come back to
that.

I support the President’s plan on no
social promotion. No social promotion
is a nice slogan, and it is a good idea.
It is a sound concept. There are good
reasons offered for it. If we are going to
provide resources to help youngsters
who are in trouble, we are going to give
them tutors and mentors after school,
we are going to provide them with
some extra help during the summer, if
all of those things are in place, then
great. Who needs to advocate holding a
youngster in the same grade if we are
going to give him all that kind of help
to keep him moving?

The problem with the slogan that
keeps being repeated about no social
promotion is that I have heard it be-
fore, and I have endorsed it before, that
we should not promote children who
have not reached certain levels of com-
petence and their performance does not
justify their being passed on to another
grade. I have heard it many times be-
fore. I have endorsed it many times be-
fore. One of the reasons it broke down
in New York City before was that there
was no place to put the children that
you held back.

The enrollment is increasing steadily
and we are already overcrowded. The
schools are overcrowded. I just said
some schools, a large number of
schools, force their children to eat
lunch at 10:00 in the morning because
the cafeteria, the lunchroom, cannot
hold but a certain number. The school
was built for 500 and it has a thousand
youngsters so they have to feed the
youngsters in cycles, and the cycle has
to begin at 10:00 and end at 1:30 in order
for them all to get fed. So instead of
looking for some other way to solve
the problem, and there must be some
other way other than forcing children
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to eat lunch at 10:00 in the morning, as
late as 1:30, they have not chosen to
find another way.

The overcrowding situation is dealt
with by forcing them to eat lunch at
those ungodly hours. I think it is child
abuse. I think the nutritionists and the
health department ought to be brought
in to condemn it. I think it should be
forbidden, it should be outlawed. But
that is happening. Why is it happening?
Because the schools are overcrowded.
Therefore, if there are not social pro-
motions, the number of children will
pile up in the schools even more. They
will be even more overcrowded.

In order for a policy of no social pro-
motion to be real and to take effect
and not be a fraud, the policy must be
accompanied by the building of more
schools. You need more school con-
struction. You have got to act on the
basics first.

No social promotion, I support that. I
support the effort to increase the num-
ber of after-school centers, because the
after-school programs will be part of
the way to give a youngster some help
so he does not, he or she does not, have
to stay in the same grade; they can
keep moving.

The after-school programs, the after-
school programs that we have, as suc-
cessful as they may be, let us look at
their significance in terms of numbers.
We have just increased the amount of
money, or in the President’s proposed
budget he is increasing the amount of
money, from $200 million for the after-
school programs to $600 million. We are
going to increase the number of young-
sters to the point where there may be
one million youngsters or 1.2 million
youngsters, I do not have the exact fig-
ures on that, who will be part of the
after-school programs.

However, there are 53 million young-
sters in public schools in the United
States; 53 million. We are going to take
care of, at most, 1.2 million when there
are 53 million. So whereas I endorse the
after-school program, I want to see it
increased.

Let us not fool ourselves. That small
amount of money will not affect most
of the children in the public schools of
the Nation. It will not have a signifi-
cant impact on education in America.
It is too small and there are too many
children in need out there. Not all 53
million, and the actual number is
52,700,000, not all of them need after-
school centers but even if half need it
that is a long ways from 1.2 million.

So the amount is too small. If after-
school centers are important, and I
think they are, we ought to really ap-
propriate money which would reach the
children who should be reached by
those centers. We need to greatly in-
crease that amount of money.

So I worry about the rhetoric, the
rhetoric which says we are in favor of
improving our schools, but not being
accompanied with resources. Rhetoric
without resources probably equals
fraud. There is a fraudulent overcast in
these small education programs that
are ballyhooed a great deal.

Now I do not want to discourage
making small efforts. If the darkness is
out there, then light a small candle. A
small candle in the dark gives some
light, some hope, but let us not fool
ourselves. We are not really doing any-
thing significant to take American
schools into the 21st century when you
provide after-school programs for only
a tiny portion of the 53 million young-
sters in public schools.

We talk about technology and going
into the 21st century with our schools
wired, at least five classrooms and the
library wired, and yet many of the
schools cannot get the wiring because
of the fact that they are so old until
they cannot make the proper connec-
tions. They have to do extensive ren-
ovation to change the wiring or to deal
with asbestos problems and they also
have problems with lead in the paint or
lead in the pipes.

There is a school, PS–92, in my dis-
trict where they cannot drink the
water from the school fountains. There
is lead in the pipes that made it impos-
sible for them to continue drinking the
water. That same school has a coal-
burning furnace. While I am at it, PS–
92 is an outrageous example of how
when there is no moral will to accom-
plish the process of creating safe
schools, healthy schools, schools with
physical facilities to do some learning,
how it gets bogged down. It is easy for
anything to happen.

The PS–92 saga begins with the fact
that they had money appropriated to
convert this coal-burning furnace at
PS–92 but the $500,000 that was first ap-
propriated has all been spent on plan-
ning and making blueprints for the new
furnace and the new heating system.
They tell the parents that we are out
of money, we cannot install the fur-
nace because we have to go back and
get another appropriation. Well, that
kind of corruption and incompetence
can go on if the people at the top do
not really care.

The situation at PS–92 is so bad until
the angry parents and their expression
of their concern about the fact that
$500,000 was spent and still there is no
furnace, it is so great until the last
shipment of coal that was brought in
to feed the coal-burning furnaces had
police escorts.

I think it is symbolic that parents,
upset and angry about the fact that a
coal-burning furnace is still in place
after $500,000 has been spent, they are
still told we do not have the money to
change the coal-burning furnace, they
are angry, the response of the city ad-
ministration is to send police in with
the next shipment of coal.

There is a virus, a totalitarian virus,
in New York City democracy. The
mindset of City Hall under Mayor Rudy
Giuliani, the mindset is such that they
think every problem can be solved with
police; you can take the hard approach.

Why not take the moral approach
and use some of the city’s surplus to
replace the coal-burning furnaces?

Now I was talking about the pieces in
the President’s program that I approve

of, but right now we cannot have tech-
nology in the schools that need it most
and that need to be helped by new tech-
nology because the wiring and the as-
bestos, all of that, has to be dealt with.
It is better in many cases to build new
schools rather than to try to renovate
and converting some of the crumbling
buildings that our schools are housed
in.

We also have direct problems of
leaks, water actually coming into the
buildings, into the roof, or water run-
ning down the sides, the walls. There
are problems that are real emergencies
that are being treated in an offhand
way. The caring majority is certainly
not very active here in New York City.
I think there is a caring majority in
New York City. I insist that if they
give us some kind of blueprint as to
how to get out of this mess, how we
must unite in a crusade for our basic
human rights and go where we have to
go, if we are concerned about human
rights in Kosovo then we ought to be
concerned about human rights in New
York City. It is subtle, more subtle,
more difficult to understand in the
case of New York, but if you destroy
your children, generations of children,
then it is a serious problem, maybe not
as serious as shooting them down in
cold blood, as it is in Kosovo, and New
York does not face the kind of problem
that Sarajevo faces where a beautiful
cosmopolitan city was being destroyed
by violence. I am proud of the fact that
our President took the initiative, and
although he only had one-third ap-
proval of the Congress and one-third
public opinion approval he took the
initiative and joined the effort in
Yugoslavia to bring peace there. I am
proud of what we are doing in Bosnia
and Sarajevo and Serbia and now
Kosovo.

I think we stayed too long in Bosnia
and the rest of Yugoslavia. We have
spent about $8 billion, and I think that
is a bit too much. I think that we
should go anywhere in the world and
help out in peacekeeping operations,
help to save children, help to save peo-
ple from genocide but when they run a
game on us and begin to hustle, keep
some trouble going, foment trouble to
keep us there and use our military as
part of their economy, I think we
ought to get wise to that, but that is a
subject for another discussion.

If we are concerned about human
rights in Kosovo, then let us take a
look at the human rights that are
being violated in New York City when
they do not give decent buildings, safe
buildings, for children to study in.

Now you may talk about testing, na-
tional testing we need. I reversed my
position on testing. I will support the
White House and the administration
position on testing. The problem with
supporting a national testing program
is that why are you going to test chil-
dren in schools with coal-burning fur-
naces? In several schools that I visited,
along with some colleagues of mine
from central Brooklyn, the Martin Lu-
ther King Commission, we have a
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project of going to look at the health
conditions of schools and several
schools that I visited one-fifth of the
children had serious asthma condi-
tions. Many of the teachers were begin-
ning to have respiratory illnesses.

We are going to test people in those
kinds of hardship situations. They do
not have technology. They do not have
enough books and supplies. What I call
opportunities to learn are ignored and
we are going to test them, but I will
support theoretically the need for na-
tional testing but that controversy is
going to rage for awhile. I do not think
it is going to really be settled for a
long time.

What I want to do is support some-
thing that I think we have agreement
on. I think Republicans and Democrats
both agree that in order for children to
learn they need a physical facility that
is safe, a physical facility that is
healthy and a physical facility that is
conducive to learning.

We need lights. In some of the school
rooms we have, the lights are shot out
and the kids are in a dark situation in
parts of the classrooms. The library,
they are crowded one on top of an-
other. On and on it goes. They need a
situation that is conducive to learning.

There is basic agreement that those
are terrible conditions. There is basic
agreement that in America all across
the country, not just New York City,
not just the big cities but in many
rural areas, it is atrocious the condi-
tions of the schools. We need some
help.

The General Accounting Office, as I
said before, estimated in 1995, that be-
tween $110 billion and $112 billion is
needed in order to revamp the schools,
in order to just get them in working
conditions, not to take care of new en-
rollment.

Now we are in 1999, going into the
year 2000, with large increases in en-
rollment. They project enrollment in
the year 2008 will be up at 54 million
children from the 53 million; there will
be 54 million. So they are not going
down. Whatever the demographics are,
I know people are getting older, the
senior citizen population is getting
larger, but the children, the children
who go to school, that population cer-
tainly is getting larger.
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We have all of this happening and the
response is to deal with rhetoric in-
stead of substance.

Now, back to the President’s pro-
posal for $25 billion in bonding author-
ity that the Federal Government will
pay the interest on. What is wrong
with that proposal? Nothing, except
that it does not go nearly far enough. I
endorse that proposal. It is the only
one on the table. Congratulations, Mr.
President. He has been at it for years
trying to get some movement.

Part of the reason the President fash-
ioned this particular approach is it
does not require direct appropriations,
because he wanted something that he

thinks will pass. So we have a bill in
the Committee on Ways and Means, the
committee that is least concerned
about children. They have never been
that involved in education, they have
the authority and they have the juris-
diction. They must deal with this con-
struction bill.

Suppose it passed. And as I said be-
fore, suppose we passed it. New York
City and New York State would not be
able to make immediate use of it. They
would have to have a referendum. We
would have to have the State’s citi-
zens, all the citizens of the State would
have to vote. The State would have to
vote to allow the bonding to go for-
ward. We cannot have bonding, we can-
not make the loan that we are going to
pay the interest on unless all the vot-
ers approved.

The last time we had such an issue
before the voters, they did not approve
it. It was voted down by the upstate
voters who lived in relative luxury,
schoolwise. They thought it was only
for the poor children of New York City
and they voted it down.

We may succeed after two or three
tries, but how long will that take and
how many generations will be forced to
eat lunch at 10 a.m. in the morning?
How many generations will be forced to
deal with asbestos and lead paint, the
fumes from coal-burning furnaces
going into their lungs? How long do we
wait while we fight these bond issues in
New York State? And many other
States and localities also require that
the voters approve the bond before we
can take advantage of that offer.

So even if we succeed and the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means should
change its ways and really get serious
about doing something for the children
of America, even if we succeed, there is
no immediate relief for the people who
need it most.

But I am all for it. Let us give it a
try. However, I would propose, and I
hope that my colleagues will join me in
proposing, that we directly fund school
construction. We appropriate the
money for school construction. We
need, in order to have a rational re-
spectable beginning, we need $100 bil-
lion over a 5-year period. $100 billion
over a 5-year period is what is needed.

Mr. Speaker, I would say to the
President, to the Republican majority,
the Democratic minority, let us have a
bipartisan approach to school construc-
tion. We all agree that whether we are
for testing or not, or for after-school
centers, or the whole word method or
the phonics method, there are a lot of
debates going on in education about
various issues and methods and ap-
proaches. But here we are talking
about physical facilities. If we agree
that physical facilities are important,
then let us unite and appropriate what
is needed.

Mr. Speaker, $100 billion over a 5-
year period is a good beginning. Where
are we going to get the $100 billion
from? From the surplus, Mr. President,
from the surplus, majority Repub-

licans. Let us dedicate $20 billion, or
one-fifth of the surplus, for each year
over the next 5 years, dedicate that to
school construction. $20 billion or one-
fifth of the surplus, whichever is larg-
er, to school construction.

Does that sound unreasonable? Are
Democrats going to be labeled as ‘‘big
spenders’’ by Republicans because they
propose $100 billion for school construc-
tion over a 5-year period? I do not
think they should be, because last year
we appropriated $218 billion for high-
ways over a 6-year period. And the
overwhelming majority, more than 90
percent of the Congress, Democrats and
Republicans, voted for the highway
bill, for $218 billion.

So let us not continue the fraud and
say we are interested in education,
when the basic problem, the problem of
construction, which if we do not deal
with the problem of school construc-
tion, if we do not have more classroom
space, the money appropriated recently
of $1.2 billion that we all agreed to
lower the size in classrooms, we cannot
use it in New York City effectively be-
cause we do not have the classroom
space. There are many other cities that
cannot use it.

At the bottom, if we do not do any-
thing about construction in an appro-
priate way, everything else is a fraud.
All of the other concerns about edu-
cation moves in the direction of being
fraudulent. Deal with construction
first. Deal with the issue that we could
get agreement on. The money can come
out of the surplus.

After all, we are proposing $110 bil-
lion for defense expenditures for weap-
ons systems that are not needed. Why
do we not sell bonds to deal with those
weapons systems that are not needed
and give the money directly and appro-
priate the money directly to go to lo-
calities for school construction?

The challenge is to be real and do not
join those people who want to destroy
the poorest children in America. They
just do not care. The country as a
whole will suffer. Social Security will
suffer because the workforce is not
there to produce the income for Social
Security. Our national security
militarywise will suffer because we
cannot staff our aircraft carriers. Re-
cently we had an aircraft carrier that
did not have enough staff because the
people are not there in order to operate
the ship.

The rest of the country needs an edu-
cation system. Education is our first
line of defense and first line of security
and prosperity and we should act ac-
cordingly by dealing with school con-
struction first.

f

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE:
‘‘BETTER THAN EVER’’

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HAYES). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Maryland,
Mr. HOYER, is recognized for 5 minutes.
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Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to

bring to the attention of the House the follow-
ing article about the Government Printing Of-
fice from the December 1998 issue of In-Plant
Graphics which describes the GPO as ‘‘Better
Than Ever.’’ As a case in point, the article de-
scribes GPO’s first-rate production and dis-
semination of the six-volume, 8,327-page Starr
Report from last September, a mammoth pro-
duction job for which the distinguished chair-
man of the House Judiciary Committee (Mr.
HYDE) has thoughtfully commended the agen-
cy.

The article correctly notes that GPO re-
ceives little national attention. The fact is, we
in Congress could not perform our legislative
duties without the timely, professional, non-
partisan support of the GPO. Nor could mil-
lions of our constituents enjoy an easy, no-
cost path to over 140,000 government publica-
tions without GPO Access [http://
www.access.gpo.gov], an electronic gateway
to more than 70 federal databases.

Mr. Speaker, as we conduct the people’s
business, let’s remember that we could not do
so without the support of many others, includ-
ing the dedicated professionals of the Govern-
ment Printing Office. The article follows:

BETTER THAN EVER

(By Bob Neubauer)

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE

Annual sales .......................................................... $195.9 million
Operating budget ................................................... $187.4 million
Full-time production employees ............................ 1,264
Total GPO full-time employees .............................. 3,375
Jobs printed per year ............................................. 163,200
Annual impressions ............................................... 4.7 billion

Even though it’s the largest in-plant in the
country and produces scores of important
government documents, the Government
Printing Office (GPO) doesn’t usually get a
lot of national attention.

That all changed in September when the
Starr Report was unleashed on the world.
GPO was given the arduous task of dissemi-
nating that report to an eager public. The
initial report arrived on disk, but supple-
mental materials consisted of boxes of docu-
ments, which had to be shot as camera-ready
copy. The resulting products were put on the
Internet, on CD–ROMs and on paper—all
under the watchful eyes of armed police offi-
cers.

‘‘We took the extra step—just to assure
Congress that we were treating this with the
utmost security—of posting police officers
throughout the plant at key production
points,’’ explains Andrew M. Sherman, direc-
tor of the Office of Congressional, Legisla-
tive and Public Affairs. Had there been no
guards, though, Sherman is confident that
GPO employees would have maintained their
usual extreme sensitivity to security issues.

‘‘We have never had a record of leaks,’’
Sherman maintains. The guards, though,
seemed to have their hands full just keeping
the mob of reporters at bay, he adds despite
the distractions, GPO employees kept their
minds on their work, Sherman says—though
he admits, ‘‘there was a great deal of anxiety
on everybody’s part.’’

This situation was far from normal at
GPO’s Washington headquarters, where the
daily production of the Federal Register and
the Congressional Record are usually the top
jobs. Taking up three buildings and almost
35 acres of floor space, GPO is larger than
most commercial printers. Under the direc-
tion of Public Printer Michael DiMario, a
presidential appointee, GPO generates $800
million a year, $100 million of which involves
document dissemination.

Created in 1860, GPO handles congressional
and executive branch printing and is in
charge of distributing federal documents to
the public. As large as GPO’s printing oper-
ation is, though, it procures about 75 percent
of its work from the private sector, and pro-
duces only the complex, time- and security-
critical work.

Though certain forces in the government
still grumble that GPO should be shut down,
some jobs just can’t be printed by the pri-
vate sector, Sherman insists. A prime exam-
ple is the Record. Its average size exceeds 200
pages—about the size of four to six metro-
politan daily papers—but its page count has
fluctuated from a low of 10 to a record of
1,912 pages. Material arrives in many dif-
ferent forms, including handwritten notes,
and Congress sometimes stays in session
until late at night. Despite all that GPO is
still mandated to get 9,000 copies of the
Record printed and delivered to Congress by
9 a.m. every day.

Another example is the recent Omnibus
Appropriations Spending Bill. A 16-inch tall
stack of documents arrived at GPO and it
had to be keyed in, proofread very carefully
and output in the Congressional Record in
just two days. The final congressional re-
port, completed later, was 1,600 pages long.

In producing independent counsel Starr’s
report, GPO showed the same trademark
speed and efficiency, despite the distractions
provided by the guards and the reporters.
The Report was up on GPO’s Web site
(www.access.gpo.gov) within a half-hour of
receiving a CD–ROM containing HTML files
from the House of Representatives. By the
evening of that same day, GPO had produced
500 loose-leaf copies for House members
using DocuTechs at GPO, in the Senate and
in the House. By the next morning, 13,000 ad-
ditional copies had been printed on GPO’s
smaller 32-page 2538″ Hantscho webs and
bound for distribution.

‘‘Everybody was just at their top perform-
ance here in getting it done.’’ Sherman
praises.

The overwhelming response to the GPO’s
Web site publication of the Starr Report was
a landmark event in that it was one of the
first times that such a newsworthy docu-
ment was available on the Internet before it
was printed. Even so, this was really just an-
other example of how GPO has been chang-
ing to accommodate the latest technologies.

‘‘There’s a great public expectation for
quick electronic access to government infor-
mation and for it to be free, and we have ac-
commodated that with our Web site,’’ Sher-
man remarks. He says 15 million documents
are downloaded from GPO’s site each month.
The band-width of the site is currently being
expanded, he says.

Fiber-optics and lasers are playing increas-
ingly large roles for GPO. Up to half of the
Senate portion of the Record is transmitted
to GPO from Capitol Hill via fiber-optic con-
nections, and 80 percent of the Register is
transmitted by laser beam from the Office of
the Federal Register.

GPO recently took another bold step for-
ward in technology when it purchased two
new Krause America LX170 computer-to-
plate systems. They will make plates for
GPO’s three 64-page, two-color, 3550′′
Hantscho web presses, which are used to
print the Record, the Register, the U.S.
Budget and other documents.

Though the Starr Report may have made
life difficult at GPO, it also brought GPO a
lot of praise and recognition. Papers like the
Wall Street Journal, the Hartford Courant and
the Baltimore Sun published articles lauding
GPO. House Judiciary Committee Chairman
Henry Hyde even sent a letter of praise.

‘‘People were very impressed with our abil-
ity to get this done,’’ says Sherman.

JERRY SOLOMON FLAG
PROTECTION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM) is recognized
for 60 minutes.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I
am joined tonight by the gentleman
from New York (Mr. SWEENEY) that re-
placed Jerry Solomon, and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HUNTER), a
colleague of mine from San Diego.

Before I go into what we are going to
talk about, which is a flag amendment
that was first brought up before this
Congress by Jerry Solomon from New
York, I would make a statement to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. OWENS)
that Republicans will join him gladly
in school construction. Last year, in
the 105th, we offered a bill for school
construction that gave a 30 percent tax
incentive for school construction for
private companies to build them. The
President vetoed that, and he came
back with a school construction bill.

We would even support that if the
gentleman will waive Davis-Bacon,
which is the union wage which costs 35
percent more to build those schools.
What we propose is to have an amend-
ment to waive Davis-Bacon, let the
schools keep the money instead of
going to the unions, let the schools
keep it and develop teacher training or
equipment for the schools and what-
ever.

So, I would say to the gentleman
there is room for maneuver. We want
school construction, but we want the
majority of the money going to the
schools, not to a special interest group.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, would the
gentleman from California agree to
join me in a special order in the future
to talk about this, the two of us?

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I will, my friend.
Mr. Speaker, as I mentioned, the gen-

tleman from New York (Mr. SWEENEY)
took Jerry Solomon’s place in New
York and he swore that he would carry
on the fight of the great Jerry Solo-
mon, who just retired. And there was
no one, not the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HUNTER), not myself or the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
SWEENEY), who can speak with the pas-
sion that Jerry Solomon did on this
particular bill. As a matter of fact, I
am going to title it the Jerry Solomon
Flag Protection Act when we submit
this thing.

We have 230 cosponsors, Mr. Speaker,
and I think that is a great tribute to
this body, both bipartisan. The great
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
MURTHA) is cosponsor on the other side
of the aisle and well respected by both
parties and will go forward with the
message as well on his side. But with
230 cosponsors in the last Congress, we
had 312 votes, well over the require-
ment of two-thirds to pass this.

What I would like to do, Mr. Speaker,
is speak of just a few ideas for 5 min-
utes, maybe 10, and then I will turn
over the mike to my colleagues and let
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them have as much time as they want.
We can go back and on the different
issues that have come up in previous
bills all the way from the sovereignty
issue, to first amendment rights on the
issue, and the actual flag amendment
itself.

What I would like to start off the de-
bate with, Mr. Speaker, is to start off
that some would say that this violates
the first amendment or that the flag is
merely a piece of cloth and why should
there be a penalty for the desecration
of the flag?

Before a Supreme Court case called
Texas vs. Johnson, 48 states held that
it was a crime to desecrate the flag. It
was a narrow Supreme Court decision
by five to four that changed 200 years
of policy. We think that is wrong.
Eighty percent of the American people
feel that that is wrong, Mr. Speaker.

Let me speak to those that would say
that the flag is merely a piece of cloth.
I have a friend that was a prisoner of
war for nearly 61⁄2 years in Vietnam
and his treatment was not exactly in
the best stead. On occasion, they would
be allowed to gather together. Now,
this gentleman, a POW 61⁄2 years, it
took him nearly 4 years to gather bits
of thread and knit an American flag on
the inside of his shirt. And when they
would have a meeting, he would take
his shirt off, turn it inside out, and
hang it above them and they would
have the meeting under this American
flag.

Well, that was fine until the Viet-
namese guards broke in, Mr. Speaker.
They saw the prisoner without his shirt
on, they looked on the wall, and saw
the American flag. Well, they ripped it
to shreds. They took it and stomped it
in the floor and they took out this
POW and brutally beat him for some 3
hours. When they brought him back
into the room, he was unconscious. He
had broken bones, internal damage to
himself. He was so bad, his colleagues
did not think that he would even sur-
vive the night, his wounds were so bad.

So, they went about and huddled in a
corner just to discuss the happenings
and they comforted their fellow POW
as much as they could on a bale of
straw and they went back in the cor-
ner. They heard a stirring and they
looked out in the center of the floor
and there was that broken body POW
that had regained consciousness and he
had drug himself to the center of the
floor and started gathering those bits
of thread so that he could knit another
American flag.

The flag is not just a piece of cloth
for all different nationalities that have
come to this country and fought under
the flag or served or fought for civil
rights or fought battles or draped a cof-
fin or even seen the flag fly over na-
tional tragedies. It is more than that.

Mr. Speaker, the last stanza of the
Star Spangled Banner asks a question
and I would ask us to think about what
that stanza says. I am not going to
read it, but ask my colleagues to look
it up. It asks a question and I think the

answer is yes. That symbol is very,
very important.

In California we had a proposition,
Prop 187. It had its supporters and it
had its people that did not support
Prop 187. There was a group of protest-
ers up in the northern section of my
district and one of the protesters had
burned an American flag. They started
pouring lighter fluid on another one.

One of the protesters who was
against Prop 187, which I support, he
was out there protesting until the
young man saw the protesters burning
the American flag. He reached over and
he grabbed and he protected that flag
and he himself, even though once was
with this group of protesters, they
turned on him and brutally beat him
because he was trying to save the
American flag.

So for many Americans, the flag has
special meaning and it is not just a
piece of cloth.

If we take a look, I talked to one of
my colleagues, the gentleman from
San Diego, California (Mr. BILBRAY).
The flag he has in his office draped the
coffin of his father. He respects it that
much.

The father of the gentleman from
New York (Mr. SWEENEY), was a vet-
eran who I understand his sister has
their flag. And that flag is more, I
guarantee, to those individuals than
just a piece of cloth. It is a symbol. It
is a piece of love. It is a piece of honor.
It is a piece of democracy and what it
stands for in this country.

Mr. Speaker, I would yield to my
friends to speak from their heart. This
is not a partisan issue. This is some-
thing that we deeply believe in, that
over 80 percent of the American people
support, Mr. Speaker, and we hope to
pass this amendment in the House.

We passed it in the last Congress, but
the Senate did not have time to com-
plete it. We will pass it in the House.
This time we will pass it in the Senate.
It will go the President and he will sign
it. It will go to the States where they
have to have two-thirds to ratify it.
Mr. Speaker, 49 States have petitioned
Congress, 49 State governments have
petitioned Congress for us to pass this
amendment. So there is overwhelming
support across the aisle and in the Re-
publican party as well.

b 1945

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. SWEENEY).

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Speaker, I just
recently became a Member of this
House, so I have not been a part of
some of the occurrences of the past and
some of the events of the past.

I have heard, though, that some peo-
ple believe this House is divided by par-
tisanship. Mr. Speaker, this House is
not divided by partisanship, as my
good friend the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM) pointed out.

To show proof of that, I commend my
colleagues’ attention to the list of
original cosponsors of the bill to be in-
troduced tomorrow. There are more

than 230 names on this list. More than
230 Members of this House have ex-
tended their hands across the aisle to
join together to cosponsor the Flag
Protection Amendment.

I congratulate the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA) and the
gentleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM) for going forward and
putting in the hard work and the effort
to obtain those cosponsors.

Together we represent the united
front of Republicans and Democrats
working to ensure that Old Glory will
be protected from physical desecration
through an amendment to the United
States Constitution.

Mr. Speaker, I bring your attention
to the testimony of Professor Richard
D. Parker given before the Senate
Committee on the Judiciary July 8 of
last year. Mr. Parker is the Williams
Professor of Law at Harvard Law
School and a self-proclaimed liberal
Democrat who, as a young man, par-
ticipated in the Civil Rights move-
ment. In the marches, Professor Parker
proudly waived the flag, using it as a
symbol to emphasize that we are all
Americans despite our differences.

Professor Parker stated,
A robust system of free speech depends,

after all, on maintaining a sense of commu-
nity. It depends on some agreement that, de-
spite our differences, we are ‘‘one,’’ that the
problem of any American is ‘‘our’’ problem.
Without this much community, why listen
to anyone else? Why not just see who can
yell the loudest? Or push hardest?

It is thus for minority and unpopular view-
points that the aspiration to, and respect for
the unique symbol, of the national unity is
thus most important.

Mr. Speaker, though we have a broad
base of support, the Flag Protection
Amendment does have its opponents.
The small minority who oppose a con-
stitutional amendment prohibiting the
physical desecration of the flag believe
that such a law would infringe on the
first amendment.

In his testimony, Mr. Parker also
makes an interesting point to those
who oppose the Flag Protection
Amendment. He says,

As the word goes forth that nothing is sa-
cred, that the aspiration to unity and com-
munity is just a ‘‘point of view’’ competing
with others, and that any hope of being no-
ticed (if not getting a hearing) depends on
behaving more and more outrageously, won’t
we tend to trash not just the flag, but the
freedom of speech itself?

Mr. Speaker, there is a reason, as the
gentleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM) has pointed out, that we
don caskets of fallen heroes with this
great flag. In fact, as the gentleman
from California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM)
pointed out, it is entirely appropriate
and fitting today that I stand before
my colleagues in support of this bill,
because it was a year ago today that
my father, a veteran of two theaters
during World War II, passed away. I
know that one of his greatest honors
was serving his country, and I know
that my family thought it was a great
honor to have his casket draped with
our great flag.
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I had intended initially when I first

came to this Congress to introduce my
own bill, and I step back and recognize
that the gentleman from California
(Mr. CUNNINGHAM) and the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA) had
put in many, many years in an effort
to pass this legislation. Rather than
stand before that and serve as an ob-
stacle to that passage, I join happily
and willingly with them for passage.

Opponents of the proposed amend-
ments imagine themselves as cham-
pions of the theory of free speech, but
their argument is based in a strange
disdain for it in practice.

Mr. Speaker, I do not think there is
a single Member of this list of cospon-
sors who does not passionately defend
the right to free speech. I do as well,
and I just as passionately defend this
amendment. The right to free speech is
the bedrock of America’s founding, and
the flag is a symbol of our freedom.

I implore my colleagues in this House
to duly consider the remarks of Profes-
sor Parker, the considerations of all of
us Americans who support this amend-
ment and join our efforts to protect the
great flag of the United States of
America.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I
yield to the great gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HUNTER), who is a Vietnam
War veteran, Army special forces, who
not only fought under the flag but
nearly gave his life for it.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend for that great introduction,
one of the best I have ever had, but I
have to confess I did nothing special in
Vietnam, and it was just that I hap-
pened to show up, like many people
over there.

I want to thank my friend who really
was a combat veteran and who was
nominated for the Congressional Medal
of Honor and the only member of the
Navy to have shot down five MIGs and
become an ace in the Vietnam conflict.
I am just his wing man in this oper-
ation.

I want to thank the gentleman from
New York (Mr. SWEENEY) for his very
eloquent remarks, and I want to thank
him also for the participation of his fa-
ther in two of our conflicts.

I think that goes to this issue. The
flag is a piece of property. It is prop-
erty that represents freedom, rep-
resents sacrifice, represents in many
cases the ultimate sacrifice, that is,
the giving of one’s life. If my col-
leagues see the great movie that is out
now, ‘‘Saving Private Ryan,’’ it is evi-
dent that that sacrifice in many cases
was enormous.

So every American owns a piece of
the flag, and that is a problem with
burning it. When one is burning it, one
is really burning some of the property
that belongs to every American, and
we do not have the right to do that.

For those who would say that burn-
ing the flag represents speech, I think
that Chief Justice Rehnquist made the
right observation, and I would para-
phrase his words, when he said, ‘‘Burn-

ing the flag is not a political state-
ment. It is not speech. It is an inarticu-
late grunt.’’ I think that is true.

Look at all of the ways that one can
communicate now with others, whether
one is communicating with a large
body of people or communicating just
with another individual. One not only
has all of the classic methods of com-
munication, of speaking to people and,
in this century, talking over the tele-
phone, now talking over the electronic
media, radio, television, one now has
computers. One now has e-mail.

There have never been as many
methods of speaking, of communicat-
ing as we have today because of high
technology. So why do we have to say
that we are going to characterize this
inarticulate grunt, this burning, put-
ting the torch to something, why are
we going to classify that as speech?

In fact, I thought that speech was
supposed to take the place of burning,
of destruction, of destroying something
to make a point. That is the whole
point of speech. Speech is the alter-
native.

The idea that some people can only
manifest their feeling about their
country by burning a piece of this
property that really belongs to all of us
because of the joint and common
American sacrifice that has touched al-
most every single family that lives in
this land does not make any sense.

So, Mr. Speaker, I think that we are
following exactly the right course here
in following the lead of the gentleman
from California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM) and
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
SWEENEY), that lead that was initiated
by Jerry Solomon, a great Member of
this House of Representatives, and also
supported by another great patriotic
gentleman who used to stand here
many times with us, Bob Dornan, who
flew every single airplane that the U.S.
military ever made and who loved our
flag and stood in front of and stood
every time that flag went by, whether
it was a parade or any other type of
event and who used to offer very ar-
ticulate arguments on behalf of the
flag in this Chamber.

So let us move forward on this.
Also, I wanted to mention, the gen-

tleman from Louisiana (Mr. LIVING-
STON) is leaving today. And watching
the gentleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM) make some comments
about the gentleman from Louisiana in
his testimonial today reminded me
that the gentleman from Louisiana
(Mr. LIVINGSTON) was another individ-
ual who supported this amendment
very strongly and has been a great
Member of this House. I know that this
is his wish that we pass this amend-
ment to protect the American flag.

So the United States is not just made
of the stock market and tax cuts and
the latest movie and all of the things
that other people around the world
think represents America. It is also
made of tradition and a legacy of a lot
of people, many of whom knew Amer-
ica for only a short period of time. If

one goes over to the Arlington Ceme-
tery, one will notice a lot of people
that were killed in America’s wars that
did not spend much time in this coun-
try before they were killed and did not
get to have that piece of enjoyment.

But the idea that this flag is part of
their legacy, part of that tradition and
that it represents property, a little bit
of which is owned by every single
American family, that is a good fun-
damental principle upon which we
should act to protect the American flag
with this piece of legislation and ulti-
mately with this amendment.

So I want to thank my good friend. I
want to thank him also for his great
service to this country in a very dif-
ficult time and his hard work. I know
one thing about the gentleman from
California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM) and that
is he is tenacious. He will have the rest
of us up here working away, pushing
away on this amendment until we get
this thing passed.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, one
of the things that I would like to go
through is that there has been some ar-
guments in past debate, and it will be
a handful of individuals that feel that
their first amendment rights are
abridged if we pass this amendment. I
am not chastising their feelings or
their intent. They may believe that the
first amendment is touched.

But I would like to go through what
some of the Supreme Court Justices
have said about the first amendment
rights and some other folks as well.
First of all, they would say, how can
you reconcile the Flag Protection
Amendment with the first amend-
ment’s guarantee for free speech? It
does not limit free speech, Mr. Speak-
er. The first amendment freedoms are
not absolute.

This compatibility was consistent
with the views of the framers of the
Constitution who strongly supported
government actions to prohibit flag
desecration. As I mentioned, actually
48 States had this amendment before
the famous Texas versus Johnson Su-
preme Court decision, which was a nar-
row five to four decision, which over-
ruled 200 years of history.

Such leading proponents of individ-
ual rights, the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. HUNTER) talks about Judge
Rehnquist, but members such as fight-
ers for justice and liberty and the first
amendment, like Judge Earl Warren,
Justice Abe Fortas, Justice Hugo
Black, each have opinions that the Na-
tion could consistently work with the
first amendment and prosecute phys-
ical desecration of the flag.

As Justice Black, perhaps the leading
exponent of the first amendment free-
doms to ever sit on the Supreme Court
stated, ‘‘It passes my belief that any-
thing in the Federal Constitution bars
making deliberate burning of the
American flag an offense.’’

Former Chief Justice Earl Warren
stated, ‘‘I believe that the States and
the Federal Government do have the
power to protect the flag from acts of
desecration and disgrace.’’
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Moreover, Justice Fortas, ‘‘The flag

is a special kind of a personality.’’ I
think each person that views the flag,
whether it is singing the National An-
them or The Star Spangled Banner or
saying the pledge, people view that dif-
ferently.

As one walks down the mall here in
Washington and one looks at it, I have
seen literally thousands of people stop
and take a look at the flag and the
other monuments that we have to this
great country. But Justice Fortas,
‘‘The flag is a special kind of personal-
ity.’’

Its use is traditionally and univer-
sally subject to special rules and regu-
lations. The States and the Federal
Government have the power to protect
the flag from acts of desecration.

Mr. Speaker, another very famous in-
dividual, Mr. Thomas Jefferson, while
serving as George Washington’s Sec-
retary of State, instructed American
counsels to punish those that violated
our flag. James Madison pronounced
flag desecration in Philadelphia as ob-
jectionable in court and requested pen-
alties for such.

b 2000

Well, then, when the first amend-
ment debate was covered, they said
that is fair enough, to Mr. Solomon,
but. Always followed by but. Still,
there is a constitutional guarantee for
expression of conduct. How do you ex-
press yourself if you do not do it ver-
bally, or if you cannot express it by
burning a flag? Do you not have the
right for expressing conduct?

The Supreme Court has accepted the
premise that certain expressive acts
are entitled to first amendment protec-
tions based on the principle that the
government may not prohibit the ex-
pression of an idea simply because soci-
ety finds the idea itself offensive or
disagreeable. That was Texas versus
Johnson. But they go on to say that
not all activity with an expressive
component is afforded first amendment
protection.

For example, someone who opposes
wildlife protections cannot go out and
shoot a Bald Eagle, because it is pro-
tected. It is not only a national symbol
but it is wrong.

Applying these principles, the Su-
preme Court upheld a statute prohibit-
ing the destruction of draft cards
against the first amendment challenge.
The court stated that the prohibition
served a legitimate purpose, facilitat-
ing draft induction in time of national
crisis, that was unrelated to the sup-
pression of the speaker’s idea since the
law prohibited the conduct regardless
of the message sought to be conveyed
by the destruction of the draft card.

Four Supreme Court Justices, Jus-
tice Rehnquist, Justice O’Connor, Jus-
tice Stevens and Justice White, dis-
senting in United States versus
Eichman, stated that Congress could
prohibit flag desecration consistent
with first amendment protections.
Their reasons are as follows:

The Federal Government had a legiti-
mate interest in protecting the intrin-
sic value of the American flag, which,
in times of national crisis, inspires. It
motivates the average citizen to make
personal sacrifices in order to achieve
social goals of overriding importance.

Mr. Speaker, we have all seen films
of someone carrying the flag in a bat-
tlefield and going down; and his com-
rade, knowing that he would be killed,
would pick up that flag and charge on,
because it had significance. We have
seen civil rights leaders carry the
American flag at the forefront of their
issues; their own kind of a battle fight-
ing for justice in this country.

So I would say that under the Con-
stitution the Supreme Court has found
that this amendment is proper, it is
justifiable, and that it will pass both
the House, the Senate, and we feel the
President will sign it and the States
will ratify it and make it illegal.

Now, the amendment is not self-en-
acting, Mr. Speaker. It will have to go
through the ratification of States. It
will have to have a statute which will
define the actions taken with the dese-
cration of a flag. It will be refined. So
this is not a self-enacting amendment,
and that process will go through each
of the States so that they can ratify
their own decisions, which most of us
support the States’ statutes.

Would a flag amendment reduce our
freedoms under the Bill of Rights?
Would this be the first time in our 200-
year history that an amendment has
limited the rights guaranteed under
the first amendment?

No, on both accounts. The proposed
amendment would not reduce our free-
doms under the Bill of Rights. Rather
than posing a fundamental threat to
our freedom under the Bill of Rights,
the proposed amendment would mature
constitutional freedoms. The Bill of
Rights is a listing of the great free-
doms our citizens enjoy today. It is not
a license to engage in any type of be-
havior.

The proposed amendment affirms the
most basic conditions of our freedom,
our bond to one another and our aspira-
tions of national unity. That is what
the American flag means to most of us,
national unity and what brings us to-
gether, especially in a time of need,
whether it is in combat or whether in
civil strife within the boundaries of
these United States.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from California, if he has additional
comments.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I just
want to say to my friend that I think
he has stated the issue very well, and I
look forward to hundreds of our col-
leagues coming on board this effort, as
many of them already have, and mak-
ing sure that we succeed.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I thank the gen-
tleman from California.

Does the gentleman from New York
have any closing comments?

Mr. SWEENEY. I just want to say to
the gentleman from California (Mr.

CUNNINGHAM), as one of my first pieces
of legislation that I have been able to
cosponsor, I am honored to be here,
honored to be here as part of the gen-
tleman’s effort to push forward. The
flag is a part of my family’s heritage,
and I feel very honored to be here.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I thank my col-
leagues. God bless America.
f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE
By unanimous consent, leave of ab-

sence was granted to:
Mrs. CAPPS (at the request of Mr.

GEPHARDT) for today and tomorrow,
February 23rd and 24th, on account of
family illness.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois (at the request
of Mr. GEPHARDT) for today, February
23rd, on account of business in the dis-
trict.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED
By unanimous consent, permission to

address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. NORTON) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-

utes, today.
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today.
The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. SOUDER) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:

Mr. JONES, for 5 minutes, on Feb-
ruary 24.

Mr. BURR of North Carolina, for 5
minutes, on February 24.

Mr. SOUDER, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. NETHERCUTT, for 5 minutes, on

February 24.
Mr. COBLE, for 5 miutes, on February

24.
Mr. PAUL, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. WELLER, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. DIAZ-BALART, for 5 minutes, on

February 24.
(The following Member (at the re-

quest of Mr. OWENS) to revise and ex-
tend his remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. HOYER, for 5 minutes, today.
f

ADJOURNMENT
Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I move

that the House do now adjourn.
The motion was agreed to; accord-

ingly (at 8 o’clock and 7 minutes p.m.),
the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, February 24, 1999, at 10
a.m.
f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

539. A letter from the Administrator, Food
Safety and Inspection Service, Department
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of Agriculture, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Agency Responsibilities,
Organization, and Terminology [Docket No.
97–045F] received January 20, 1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

540. A letter from the Administrator, Farm
Service Agency, Department of Agriculture,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Implementation of Preferred Lender Pro-
gram and Streamlining of Guaranteed Regu-
lations (RIN: 0560–AF38) received January 20,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Agriculture.

541. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Importation of Fruits and Vegetables
[Docket No. 97–107–3] received January 20,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Agriculture.

542. A letter from the Administrator, Agri-
cultural Marketing Service, Department of
Agriculture, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Marketing Order Regulating the
Handling of Spearmint Oil Produced in the
Far West; Salable Quantities and Allotment
Percentages for the 1999–2000 Marketing Year
[Docket No. FV–99–985–1 FR] received Janu-
ary 27, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Agriculture.

543. A letter from the Administrator, Farm
Service Agency, Department of Agriculture,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Tobacco—Importer Assessments (RIN: 0560–
AF 52) received February 4, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

544. A letter from the Administrator, Food
Safety and Inspection Service, Department
of Agriculture, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Performance Standards
for the Production of Certain Meat and Poul-
try Products [Docket No. 95–033F] received
February 3, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

545. A letter from the Administrator, Agri-
cultural Marketing Service, Department of
Agriculture, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Olives Grown in California; Modi-
fication to Handler Membership on the Cali-
fornia Olive Committee [Docket No. FV99–
932–2 IFR] received February 3, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Agriculture.

546. A letter from the Administrator, Agri-
cultural Marketing Service, Department of
Agriculture, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Beef Promotion and Research;
Reapportionment [No. LS–98–002] received
February 3, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

547. A letter from the Administrator, Agri-
cultural Marketing Service, Department of
Agriculture, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Oranges, Grapefruit, Tangerines,
and Tangelos Grown in Florida; Limiting the
Volume of Small Red Seedless Grapefruit
[Docket No. FV98–905–4 FIR] received Feb-
ruary 3, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

548. A letter from the Administrator, Agri-
cultural Marketing Service, Department of
Agriculture, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Dried Prunes Produced in Califor-
nia; Increased Assessment Rate [Docket No.
FV99–993–1 FR] received February 3, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

549. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Fenbuconazole;
Reestablishment of Time-Limited Pesticide

Tolerance [OPP–300789; FRL 6059–7] (RIN:
2070–AB78) received February 9, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Agriculture.

550. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—
Cinnamaldehyde; Exemption from the Re-
quirement of a Tolerance [OPP–300769; FRL–
6049–9] (RIN: 2070–AB78) received February 10,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Agriculture.

551. A letter from the Clerk, United States
Court of Appeals, transmitting an opinion of
the United States Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia Circuit, No. 98–5021—
Deaf Smith County Grain Processors, Inc. v.
Dan Glickman, Secretary, United States De-
partment of Agriculture; to the Committee
on Agriculture.

552. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting the Department’s 1998 Annual
Report on Military Expenditures, pursuant
to 22 U.S.C. 2151n(d); to the Committee on
Appropriations.

553. A letter from the the Director, the Of-
fice of Management and Budget, transmit-
ting a cumulative report on rescissions and
deferrals, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 685(e); (H. Doc.
No. 106–25); to the Committee on Appropria-
tions and ordered to be printed.

554. A letter from the the Director, the Of-
fice of Management and Budget, transmit-
ting a cumulative report on rescissions and
deferrals, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 685(e); (H. Doc.
No. 106–29); to the Committee on Appropria-
tions and ordered to be printed.

555. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a request
for emergency supplemental appropriations
for the Federal Emergency Management
Agency and the Small Business Administra-
tion; (H. Doc. No. 106–21); to the Committee
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

556. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a request
for transfers from the Information Tech-
nology Systems and Security Transfer Ac-
count; (H. Doc. No. 106–22); to the Committee
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

557. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting requests
for FY 1999 supplemental appropriations to
address urgent funding needs related to the
situation in Jordan; (H. Doc. No. 106–24); to
the Committee on Appropriations and or-
dered to be printed.

558. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a request
for transfers from the Information Tech-
nology Systems and Related Expenses Ac-
count; (H. Doc. No. 106–26); to the Committee
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

559. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting requests
for emergency FY 1999 supplemental appro-
priations for emergency disaster and recon-
struction assistance expenses arising from
the consequences of the recent hurricanes in
Central America and the Caribbean and the
recent earthquake in Colombia; (H. Doc. No.
106–27); to the Committee on Appropriations
and ordered to be printed.

560. A letter from the Secretary of Defense,
transmitting a report in response to the Fis-
cal Year 1999 National Defense Authorization
Act which requires a study of architecture
requirements; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

561. A letter from the President and Chair-
man, Export-Import Bank, transmitting a
report on Sub-Saharan Africa and the Ex-
port-Import Bank of the United States; to
the Committee on Banking and Financial
Services.

562. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,

transmitting the Agency’s final rule—
Changes in Flood Elevation Determinations
[Docket No. FEMA–7264] received January
20, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Banking and Financial
Services.

563. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Final
Flood Elevation Determinations—received
January 20, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

564. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Final
Flood Elevation Determinations—received
January 20, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

565. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Sus-
pension of Community Eligibility [Docket
No. FEMA–7703] received January 20, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Services.

566. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Sus-
pension of Community Eligibility [Docket
No. FEMA–7703] received January 20, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Services.

567. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—
Changes in Flood Elevation Determina-
tions—received January 20, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.

568. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—
Changes in Flood Elevation Determinations
[Docket No. FEMA–7264] received January
20, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Banking and Financial
Services.

569. A letter from the Federal Register Li-
aison Officer, Office of Thrift Supervision,
transmitting the Office’s final rule—Con-
sumer Credit Classified as a Loss, Slow Con-
sumer Credit and Slow Loans [No. 98–124]
(RIN: 1550–AB28) received February 4, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Services.

570. A letter from the General Counsel,
Corporation for National Service, transmit-
ting the Corporation’s final rule—Claims
Collection (RIN: 3045–AA21) received January
27, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force.

571. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Office of Postsecondary Education, Depart-
ment of Education, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Jacob K. Javits Fellow-
ship Program—received January 27, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

572. A letter from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, transmitting a draft
bill that amends the Older Americans Act of
1965 (OAA) to authorize an unprecedented
new program for families who care for older
relatives with chronic illnesses or disabil-
ities by enabling States to create support
networks that provide quality respite care;
critical information about community-based
long-term care services that best meet fami-
lies’ needs; and caregiver counseling, train-
ing, and supplemental services; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

573. A letter from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, transmitting the De-
partment’s third annual report to Congress
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summarizing evaluation activities related to
the Comprehensive Community Mental
Health Services for Children with Serious
Emotional Disturbances program, pursuant
to 42 U.S.C. 300X—4(g); to the Committee on
Commerce.

574. A letter from the General Counsel,
Consumer Product Safety Commission,
transmitting the Commission’s final rule—
Final Technical Changes; Standard for the
Flammability of Children’s Sleepwear: Sizes
0 Through 6X; Standard for the Flammabil-
ity of Children’s Sleepwear: Sizes 7 Through
14—received February 10, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

575. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, Office of
Policy, Food and Drug Administration, De-
partment of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Medical Devices; Establishment Registration
and Device Listing for Manufacturers and
Distributors of Devices; Confirmation of Ef-
fective Date [Docket No. 98N–0520] received
January 20, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

576. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plans and Designations of Areas for Air
Quality Planning Purposes; Connecticut; En-
hanced Motor Vehicle Inspection and Main-
tenance Program; Approval of Maintenance
Plan, Carbon Monoxide Redesignation Plan
and Emissions Inventory for the Connecticut
Portion of the New York-N. New Jersey-
Long Island Area [CT008–7210a; A–1–FRL–
6225–1] received February 3, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

577. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plans; Connecticut; VOC RACT Catch-
up [CT–17–1–6536a; A–1–FRL–6225–4] received
February 3, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

578. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plans; Revised Format for Materials
Being Incorporated by Reference for Iowa,
Kansas and Nebraska [IA, KS, NE–00661066;
FRL–6223–9] received February 3, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Commerce.

579. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plans; Connecticut; 15 Percent Rate-of-
Progress and Contingency Plans [CT–7209a;
A–1–FRL–6225–2] received February 3, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

580. A letter from the Director, Office and
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of State Plans for Designated
Facilities; New York [Region 2 Docket No.
NY30–188b, FRL–6231–7] received February 3,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

581. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Removal of the
Approval of the Maintenance Plan, Carbon
Monoxide Redesignation Plan and Emissions

Inventory for the Connecticut Portion of the
New York-N.New Jersey-Long Island Area
[CT051–7209; A–1–FRL–6224–8], pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

582. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Standards of
Performance for New Stationary Sources and
Guidelines for Control of Existing Sources:
Municipal Solid Waste Landfills [AD–FRL–
6231–8] received February 3, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

583. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans;
California State Implementation Plan Revi-
sion; San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollu-
tion Control District, Sacramento Metro-
politan Air Quality Management District
[CA 164–0112a; FRL–6227–2] received February
4, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Commerce.

584. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plans; Illinois: Motor Vehicle Inspec-
tion and Maintenance [IL175–1a; FRL–6232–7]
received February 9, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

585. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plans; Illinois: Clean Fuel Fleet Pro-
gram Revision [IL168–1a; FRL–6232–8] re-
ceived February 9, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

586. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Federal Operat-
ing Permits Program [FRL–6300–9] (RIN:
2060–AG90) received February 9, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Commerce.

587. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval of the
Clean Air Act, Section 112(l), Delegation of
Authority to Three Local Air Agencies in
Washington; Correction and Clarification
[FRL–6233–6] received February 10, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Commerce.

588. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Section 112(1)
Approval of the State of Florida’s Construc-
tion Permitting Program [FRL–6229–9] re-
ceived January 29, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

589. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans;
California State Implementation Plan Revi-
sion; Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution
Control District [CA 194–0125a; FRL–6226–5]
received February 3, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

590. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans;

California State Implementation Plan Revi-
sion; North Coast Unified Air Quality Man-
agement District and Northern Sonoma
County Air Pollution Control District [CA–
011–0071; FRL–6229–5] received February 3,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

591. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of State Implementation
Plans; California State Implementation Plan
Revision; Amado County Air Pollution Con-
trol District and Northern Sonoma County
Air Pollution Control District [CA 207–0114a
FRL–6229–7] received February 3, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Commerce.

592. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of State Implementation
Plans; Minnesota [MN55–01–7280a; MN56–01–
7281a; MN57–01–7282a; FRL–6230–3] received
February 3, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

593. A letter from the AMD-Performance
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Allocation
and Designation of Spectrum for Fixed-Sat-
ellite Services in the 37.5–38.5 GHz, 40.5–41.5
GHz, and 48.2–50.2 GHz Frequency Bands; Al-
location of Spectrum to Upgrade Fixed and
Mobile Allocations in the 40.5–42.5 GHz Fre-
quency Band; Allocation of Spectrum in the
46.9–47.0 GHz Frequency Band for Wireless
Service; and Allocation of Spectrum in the
37.0–38.0 GHz and 40.0–40.5 GHz for Govern-
ment Operations [IB Docket No. 97–95] (RM–
8811) received January 20, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

594. A letter from the AMD—Performance
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Federal-
State Joint Board on Universal Service [CC
Docket No. 96–45] received January 20, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

595. A letter from the Director, Office of
Legislative and Intergovernmental Affairs,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting a copy of the fifth annual report of
the Federal Communications Commission on
the ‘‘Status of Competition in the Markets
for the Delivery of Video Programming’’; to
the Committee on Commerce.

596. A letter from the AMD-Performance
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—1998 Bien-
nial Regulatory Review—Part 76—Cable Tel-
evision Service Pleading and Complaint
Rules [CS Docket No. 98–54] received Feb-
ruary 3, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

597. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Energy Regulations Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Open Ac-
cess Same-Time Information System and
Standards of Conduct [Docket No. RM95–9–
003] received February 10, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

598. A letter from the Deputy Director,
Regulations and Management Staff, Food
and Drug Administration, transmitting the
Administration’s final rule—Indirect Food
Additives: Polymers [Docket No. 93F–0151]
received February 4, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

599. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a six
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month periodic report on developments con-
cerning the national emergency with respect
to terrorists who threaten to disrupt the
Middle East peace process that was declared
in Executive Order 12947 of January 23, 1995,
pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 1703(c); (H. Doc. No.
106–20); to the Committee on International
Relations and ordered to be printed.

600. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a 6-month
periodic report on the national emergency
with respect to Iraq that was declared in Ex-
ecutive Order No. 12722 of August 2, 1990, pur-
suant to 50 U.S.C. 1703(c); (H. Doc. No. 106–
23); to the Committee on International Rela-
tions and ordered to be printed.

601. A letter from the Director, Defense Se-
curity Cooperation Agency, transmitting a
copy of Transmittal No. A–99, which relates
to enhancements or upgrades from the level
of sensitivity of technology or capability de-
scribed in the Section 36(b)(1) AECA certifi-
cation 97–29 of 24 July 1997, pursuant to 22
U.S.C. 2776(b)(5); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

602. A letter from the Director, Defense Se-
curity Cooperation Agency, transmitting a
copy of Transmittal No. 04–99 which con-
stitutes a Request for Final Approval for the
Memorandum of Understanding between the
U.S. and the United Kingdom concerning a
Programmable Integrated Ordnance Suite
(PIOS), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2767(f); to the
Committee on International Relations.

603. A letter from the Director, Defense Se-
curity Cooperation Agency, transmitting a
report containing an analysis and descrip-
tion of services performed by full-time USG
employees during Fiscal Year 1998, pursuant
to 22 U.S.C. 2765(a); to the Committee on
International Relations.

604. A letter from the Secretary of State,
transmitting a list of all sales and licensed
commercial exports under the Act of major
weapons or weapons-related defense equip-
ment valued at $7,000,000 or more, or of any
other weapons or weapons-related defense
equipment valued at $25,000,000 or more,
which the Administration considers eligible
for approval during the calendar year 1999
and which may, therefore, result in notifica-
tion to the Congress this year, pursuant to 22
U.S.C. 2765(a); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

605. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting the forty-sixth report on the
extent and disposition of United States con-
tributions to international organizations for
fiscal year 1997, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 262a; to
the Committee on International Relations.

606. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Public Notice Nationality Procedures—
Amendment to Report of Birth Regulation
Passport Procedures—Amendment to Rev-
ocation or Restriction of Passports Regula-
tion—received January 20, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
International Relations.

607. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting the determination and jus-
tification for the use of $1 million in FY 99
funds made available to provide medical as-
sistance to Nigeria; to the Committee on
International Relations.

608. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting a Memorandum of Justification
for the use of $500,000 in FY 1998 Economic
Support Funds (ESF) for activities in the Re-
public of Ghana; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

609. A letter from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, transmitting a report
of surplus real property transferred or leased

for public health purposes in fiscal year 1998,
pursuant to 40 U.S.C. 484(o); to the Commit-
tee on Government Reform.

610. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting A
copy of D.C. Act 12–583, ‘‘Community Devel-
opment Program Temporary Amendment
Act of 1998’’ received February 10, 1999, pur-
suant to D.C. Code section 1—233(c)(1); to the
Committee on Government Reform.

611. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–582, ‘‘Homestead Housing
Preservation Temporary Amendment Act of
1998’’ received February 10, 1999, pursuant to
D.C. Code section 1—233(c)(1); to the Commit-
tee on Government Reform.

612. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–581, ‘‘Year 2000 Govern-
ment Computer Immunity Act of 1998’’ re-
ceived February 10, 1999, pursuant to D.C.
Code section 1—233(c)(1); to the Committee
on Government Reform.

613. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–577 ‘‘Procurement Prac-
tices Bid Notice Period Amendment Act of
1998’’ received February 10, 1999, pursuant to
D.C. Code section 1—233(c)(1); to the Commit-
tee on Government Reform.

614. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting A
copy of D.C. Act 12–575 ‘‘Human Rights
Amendment Act of 1998’’ received February
10, 1999, pursuant to D.C. Code section 1—
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government
Reform.

615. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–573, ‘‘Self-Sufficiency
Promotion Amendment Act of 1998’’ received
February 10, 1999, pursuant to D.C. Code sec-
tion 1—233(c)(1); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

616. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–558, ‘‘Schedule of Heights
of Buildings Amendment Act of 1998’’ re-
ceived February 10, 1999, pursuant to D.C.
Code section 1—233(c)(1); to the Committee
on Government Reform.

617. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–602, ‘‘Food Stamp Traf-
ficking and Public Assistance Fraud Control
Amendment Act of 1998’’ received February
10, 1999, pursuant to D.C. Code section 1—
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government
Reform.

618. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–601, ‘‘Retired Police Offi-
cer Redeployment Amendment Act of 1998,’’
February 10, 1999, pursuant to D.C. Code sec-
tion 1—233(c)(1); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

619. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–489, ‘‘Holy Comforter-St.
Cyprian Roman Catholic Church Equitable
Real Property Tax Relief Act of 1998’’ re-
ceived February 3, 1999, pursuant to D.C.
Code section 1—233(c)(1); to the Committee
on Government Reform.

620. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting A
copy of D.C. Act 12–488, ‘‘Alcoholic Beverage
Control DC Arena Amendment Act of 1998’’
received February 3, 1999, pursuant to D.C.
Code section 1—233(c)(1); to the Committee
on Government Reform.

621. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–487, ‘‘Summary Abate-
ment of Life-or-Health Threatening Condi-
tions Amendment Act of 1998’’ received Feb-
ruary 3, 1999, pursuant to D.C. Code section

1—233(c)(1); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

622. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–490, ‘‘Retired Police Offi-
cer Redeployment Temporary Amendment
Act of 1998’’ received January 29, 1999, pursu-
ant to D.C. Code section 1—233(c)(1); to the
Committee on Government Reform.

623. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–492, ‘‘Metropolitan Police
Department Civilianization Temporary
Amendment Act of 1998’’ received January
29, 1999, pursuant to D.C. Code section 1—
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government
Reform.

624. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–491, ‘‘Criminal Back-
ground Investigation for the Protection of
Children Temporary Act of 1998’’ received
January 29, 1999, pursuant to D.C. Code sec-
tion 1—233(c)(1); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

625. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–494, ‘‘Uniform Per Stu-
dent Funding Formula for Public Schools
and Public Charter Schools and Tax Con-
formity Clarification Amdendment Act of
1998’’ received January 29, 1999, pursuant to
D.C. Code section 1—233(c)(1); to the Commit-
tee on Government Reform.

626. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–593, ‘‘Hazardous Duty
Compensation for Metropolitan Police De-
partment Scuba Divers Amendment Act of
1998’’ received February 10, 1999, pursuant to
D.C. Code section 1—233(c)(1); to the Commit-
tee on Government Reform.

627. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–591, ‘‘Dedication and Des-
ignation of Harry Thomas Way Temporary
Act of 1998’’ received February 10, 1999, pur-
suant to D.C. Code section 1—233(c)(1); to the
Committee on Government Reform.

628. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–589, ‘‘Sex Offender Reg-
istration Immunity From Liability Amend-
ment Act of 1998’’ received February 10, 1999,
pursuant to D.C. Code section 1—233(c)(1); to
the Committee on Government Reform.

629. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–588, ‘‘Mentally Retarded
Citizens Substituted Consent for Health Care
Decisions and Emergency Care Definition
Temporary Amendment Act of 1998’’ received
February 10, 1999, pursuant to D.C. Code sec-
tion 1—233(c)(1); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

630. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–587, ‘‘Compensation In-
crease for the Chairperson of the Rental
Housing Commission Amendment Act of
1998’’ received February 10, 1999, pursuant to
D.C. Code section 1—233(c)(1); to the Commit-
tee on Government Reform.

631. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–586, ‘‘Sex Offender Reg-
istration Risk Assessment Clarification
Amendment Act of 1998’’ received February
10, 1999, pursuant to D.C. Code section 1—
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government
Reform.

632. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–584, ‘‘Housing Finance
Agency Amendment Act of 1998’’ received
February 10, 1999, pursuant to D.C. Code sec-
tion 1—233(c)(1); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.
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633. A letter from the Chairman, Council of

the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–496, ‘‘Health Insurance
Portability and Accountability Federal Law
Conformity and No-Fault Motor Vehicle In-
surance Act of 1998’’ received February 3,
1999, pursuant to D.C. Code section 1—
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government
Reform.

634. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting of a
copy of D.C. Act 12–497, ‘‘Child Support and
Welfare Reform Compliance Temporary
Amendment Act of 1998’’ received February
3, 1999, pursuant to D.C. Code section 1—
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government
Reform.

635. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–512, ‘‘Fiscal Year 1999
Budget Support Temporary Amendment Act
of 1998,’’ pursuant to D.C. Code section 1—
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government
Reform.

636. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–518, ‘‘Regulation Enact-
ing the Policy Manual for the District of Co-
lumbia Temporary Amendment Act of 1998’’
received February 3, 1999, pursuant to D.C.
Code section 1—233(c)(1); to the Committee
on Government Reform.

637. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–519, ‘‘Reorganization
Plan No. 5 for the Department of Human
Services and Department of Corrections
Temporary Act of 1998’’ received February 3,
1999, pursuant to D.C. Code section 1—
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government
Reform.

638. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–530, ‘‘Child Development
Facilities Regulation Act of 1998’’ received
February 3, 1999, pursuant to D.C. Code sec-
tion 1—233(c)(1); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

639. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–532, ‘‘Cooperative Asso-
ciation Amendment Act of 1998’’ received
February 3, 1999, pursuant to D.C. Code sec-
tion 1—233(c)(1); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

640. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–533, ‘‘Comprehensive
Plan Land Use Antenna Exemption Tem-
porary Amendment Act of 1998’’ received
February 3, 1999, pursuant to D.C. Code sec-
tion 1—233(c)(1); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

641. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–534, ‘‘Washington Con-
vention Center Authority Second Amend-
ment Act of 1998’’ received February 3, 1999,
pursuant to D.C. Code section 1—233(c)(1); to
the Committee on Government Reform.

642. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–535, ‘‘Executive Service
Residency Requirement Amendment Act of
1998’’ received February 3, 1999, pursuant to
D.C. Code section 1—233(c)(1); to the Commit-
tee on Government Reform.

643. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–536, ‘‘Insurance
Demutualization Temporary Amendment
Act of 1998’’ received February 3, 1999, pursu-
ant to D.C. Code section 1—233(c)(1); to the
Committee on Government Reform.

644. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–537, ‘‘School Proximity
Traffic Calming Temporary Act of 1998’’ re-

ceived February 3, 1999, pursuant to D.C.
Code section 1—233(c)(1); to the Committee
on Government Reform.

645. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–542, ‘‘Public School Nurse
Assignment Amendment Act of 1998’’ re-
ceived February 3, 1999, pursuant to D.C.
Code section 1—233(c)(1); to the Committee
on Government Reform.

646. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–538, ‘‘Disposal of District
Owned Surplus Real Property Temporary
Amendment Act of 1998’’ received February
3, 1999, pursuant to D.C. Code section 1—
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government
Reform.

647. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–543, ‘‘Regional Airports
Authority Amendment Act of 1998’’ received
February 3, 1999, pursuant to D.C. Code sec-
tion 1—233(c)(1); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

648. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–548, ‘‘Department of
Human Services and Commission on Mental
Health Services Mandatory Employee Drug
and Alcohol Testing and Department of Cor-
rections Conforming Amendment Act of
1998’’ received February 3, 1999, pursuant to
D.C. Code section 1—233(c)(1); to the Commit-
tee on Government Reform.

649. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–547, ‘‘Mental Health
Services Client Enterprise Establishment
Act of 1998’’ received February 3, 1999, pursu-
ant to D.C. Code section 1—233(c)(1); to the
Committee on Government Reform.

650. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–517, ‘‘Anti-Drunk Driving
Amendment Act of 1998’’ received February
3, 1999, pursuant to D.C. Code section 1—
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government
Reform.

651. A letter from the Executive Director,
Committee For Purchase From People Who
Are Blind Or Severely Disabled, transmitting
the Committee’s final rule—Procurement
List Additions and Deletions—received Janu-
ary 20, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Government Reform.

652. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–531, ‘‘Day Care Policy
Amendment Act of 1998’’ received February
3, 1999, pursuant to Public Law 93—198 sec-
tion 602(c)(1); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

653. A letter from the Executive Director,
District of Columbia Financial Responsibil-
ity and Management Assistance Authority,
transmitting a report on the First Quarter
Report of Fiscal Year 1999 of the D.C. Finan-
cial Responsibility and Management Assist-
ance Authority; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

654. A letter from the Chairwoman, Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission,
transmitting the FY 1998 report pursuant to
the Federal Managers’ Financial Integrity
Act, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 3512(c)(3); to the
Committee on Government Reform.

655. A letter from the Chairman and Chief
Executive Officer, Farm Credit Administra-
tion, transmitting a copy of the annual re-
port in compliance with the Government in
the Sunshine Act during the calendar year
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552b(j); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

656. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation, transmitting
a copy of the annual report in compliance
with the Government in the Sunshine Act

during the calendar year 1998, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 552b(j); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

657. A letter from the Deputy Associate Ad-
ministrator for Acquisition Policy, General
Services Administration, transmitting the
Administration’s final rule—General Serv-
ices Administration Acquisition Regulation;
Streamlining Administration Of Federal
Supply Service (FSS) Multiple Award Sched-
ule (MAS) Contracts and Clarifying Marking
Requirements [APD 2800. 12A, CHGE 81]
(RIN: 3090–AG81) received January 27, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

658. A letter from the Chairman, Inter-
national Trade Commission, transmitting
Performance Plans for fiscal years 1999 and
2000; to the Committee on Government Re-
form.

659. A letter from the Director, National
Science Foundation, transmitting an evalua-
tion of the system of internal accounting
and administrative controls of the National
Science Foundation, as required by the Fed-
eral Manager’s Financial Integrity Act, pur-
suant to 31 U.S.C. 3512(c)(3); to the Commit-
tee on Government Reform.

660. A letter from the General Counsel, Of-
fice of Management and Budget, transmit-
ting notification to Congress and the Comp-
troller General, concerning the nomination
of a person to fill a vacancy in the OMB of-
fice of Controller; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

661. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule—Hazardous Duty Pay (RIN:
3206–AI29) received January 20, 1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Government Reform.

662. A letter from the Secretary of Com-
merce, transmitting a report on manage-
ment and internal accounting controls, as
required by the Federal Manager’s Financial
Integrity Act, pursuant to 31 U.S.C.
3512(c)(3); to the Committee on Government
Reform.

663. A letter from the Secretary of Edu-
cation, transmitting the FY 1998 report pur-
suant to the Federal Managers’ Financial In-
tegrity Act, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 3512(c)(3);
to the Committee on Government Reform.

664. A letter from the Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development, transmitting Ac-
tivities under the Freedom of Information
Act for Fiscal year 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
552(d); to the Committee on Government Re-
form.

665. A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting the Secretary’s Man-
agement Report on Management Decisions
and Final Actions on Office of Inspector Gen-
eral Audit Recommendations for the period
ending September 30, 1998, pursuant to 31
U.S.C. 9106; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

666. A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting notification of a va-
cancy which was created on November 30,
1998, upon the resignation of the Assistant
Secretary of Transportation for Govern-
mental Affairs; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

667. A letter from the the Chief Adminis-
trative Officer, transmitting the quarterly
report of receipts and expenditures of appro-
priations and other funds for the period Oc-
tober 1, 1998 through December 31, 1998 as
compiled by the Chief Administrative Offi-
cer, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 104a; (H. Doc. No.
106–28); to the Committee on House Adminis-
tration and ordered to be printed.

668. A letter from the Commissioner, Bu-
reau of Reclamation, Department of the In-
terior, transmitting a report on Casitas
Dam, Ventura River Project in California,
pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 509; to the Committee
on Resources.
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669. A letter from the Director, Office of

Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforce-
ment, Department of the Interior, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—Oklahoma
Regulatory Program [SPATS No. OK–024–
FOR] received January 20, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Resources.

670. A letter from the Director, Office of
Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforce-
ment, Department of the Interior, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—Illinois
Abandoned Mine Land Reclamation Plan
[SPATS No. IL–093–FOR] received January
20, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Resources.

671. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Fish and Wildlife and Parks, Department of
the Interior, transmitting the report enti-
tled, ‘‘America’s Historic Landmarks at
Risk: The Secretary of the Interior’s Report
of the 106th Congress on Threatened Na-
tional Historic Landmarks’’; to the Commit-
tee on Resources.

672. A letter from the Director, Fish and
Wildlife Service, Department of the Interior,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and
Plants; Determination of Threatened Status
for the Sacramento Splittail, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources.

673. A letter from the Director, Office of
Surface Mining, Department of the Interior,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
West Virginia Regulatory Program [WV–077–
FOR] received February 4, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Resources.

674. A letter from the Director, Office of
Surface Mining, Department of the Interior,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—Il-
linois Regulatory Program [SPATS No. IL–
094–FOR] received February 4, 1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Resources.

675. A letter from the Service Federal Reg-
ister Liaison Officer, Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice, transmitting the Service’s final rule—
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and
Plants; Emergency Rule To List the San
Bernardino Kangaroo Rat as Endangered
(RIN: 1018–AE59) received January 27, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

676. A letter from the Deputy Assistant Ad-
ministrator for Fisheries, National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration, transmit-
ting the Administration’s final rule—Fish-
eries of the Northeastern United States;
Northeast Multispecies Fishery; Framework
Adjustment 26 [Docket No. 981231335–8335–01;
I.D. 122498B] (RIN: 0648–AM14) received Janu-
ary 27, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Resources.

677. A letter from the Deputy Assistant Ad-
ministrator for Fisheries, National Marine
Fisheries Service, National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration, transmitting the
Administration’s final rule—Fisheries of the
Exclusive Economic Zone Off Alaska; Vessel
Moratorium Program [Docket No. 981016260–
9018–02; I.D. 090998B] (RIN: 0648–AL20) re-
ceived January 27, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

678. A letter from the Deputy Assistant Ad-
ministrator for Fisheries, National Marine
Fisheries Service, National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration, transmitting the
Administration’s final rule—Fisheries of the
Exclusive Economic Zone Off Alaska; Season
and Area Apportionment of Atka Mackerel
Total Allowable Catch [Docket No. 981021264–
9016–02; I.D. 092998A] (RIN: 0648–AL29) re-
ceived February 3, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

679. A letter from the Deputy Assistant Ad-
ministrator for Fisheries, National Marine

Fisheries Service, National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration, transmitting the
Administration’s final rule—Fisheries of the
Exclusive Economic Zone off Alaska; Steller
Sea Lion Protection Measures for the Pol-
lock Fisheries off Alaska [Docket No.
990115017–9017–01; I.D. 011199A] (RIN: 0648–
AM08) received February 3, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Resources.

680. A letter from the Deputy Assistant Ad-
ministrator for Fisheries, National Marine
Fisheries Service, National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration, transmitting the
Administration’s final rule— Magnuson-Ste-
vens Act Provisions; List of Fisheries and
Gear, and Notification Guidelines [Docket
No. 980519132–9004–02; I.D. 022498F] (RIN: 0648–
AK49) received February 3, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Resources.

681. A letter from the Secretary of the In-
terior, transmitting the 1998 Annual Report
of the Migratory Bird Conservation Commis-
sion, pursuant to 16 U.S.C. 715b; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

682. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General for Administration, Department of
Justice, transmitting the fourth annual re-
port on the Communications Assistance for
Law Enforcement Act (CALEA) of 1994, as
amended; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

683. A letter from the Director, Policy Di-
rectives and Instructions Branch, Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service, transmit-
ting the Service’s final rule—Temporary
Protected Status: Amendments to the Re-
quirements for Employment Authorization
Fee, and Other Technical Amendments, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

684. A letter from the Clerk, United States
Court of Appeals, transmitting an opinion of
the United States Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia Circuit, No. 97–1633—
City of Abilene, Texas, et al. v. Federal Com-
munications Commission and United States
of America; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

685. A letter from the Director, Federal
Emergency Management Agency, transmit-
ting notification that funding under title V
of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and
Emergency Assistance Act, as amended, will
exceed $5 million for the response to the
emergency declared on September 21, 1998 as
a result of Hurricane Georges, pursuant to 42
U.S.C. 5193; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

686. A letter from the Director, Federal
Emergency Management Agency, transmit-
ting notification that funding under title V
of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and
Emergency Assistance Act, as amended, will
exceed $5 million for the response to the
emergency declared on September 21, 1998 as
a result of Hurricane Georges which severly
impacted the Territory of the United States
Virgin Islands, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 5193; to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

687. A letter from the Director, Federal
Emergency Management Agency, transmit-
ting notification that funding under title V
of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and
Emergency Assistance Act, as amended, will
exceed $5 million for the response to the
emergency declared on September 21, 1998 as
a result of Hurricane Georges impacting the
state of Florida, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 5193;
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

688. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Empresa Brasileira de
Aeronautica S.A. (EMBRAER) Model EMB–

120 Series Airplanes [Docket No. 98–NM–265–
AD; Amendment 39–11012; AD 99–02–18] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received February 3, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

689. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; McDonnell Douglas Model MD–11
Series Airplanes [Docket No. 99–NM–10–AD;
Amendment 39–11014; AD99–03–02] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received February 3, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

690. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Schempp-Hirth K.G. Models
Standard-Cirrus, Nimbus-2, JANUS, and
Mini-Nimbus HS–7 Sailplanes [Docket No.
98–CE–52–AD; Amendment 39–11013; AD 99–03–
01] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received February 3,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

691. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Special Flight
Rules in the Vicinity of Grand Canyon Na-
tional Park [Docket No. 28537; SFAR–50–2;
Amendment; 93–76] received February 3, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

692. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Emission
Standards for Turbine Engine Powered Air-
planes [Docket No. FAA–1999–5018; Amend-
ment No. 34–3] (RIN: 2120–AG68) received
February 3, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

693. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Airbus Model A320 and A321 Se-
ries Airplanes [Docket No. 98–NM–67–AD;
Amendment 39–10993; AD 99–02–04] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received February 3, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

694. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Boeing Model 737–100 and –200 Se-
ries Airplanes [Docket No. 96–NM–264–AD;
Amendment 39–10984; AD 98–11–04 R1] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received February 3, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

695. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Boeing Model 727 Seires Air-
planes [Docket No. 96–NM–263–AD; Amend-
ment 39–10983; AD 98–11–03 R1] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received February 3, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

696. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Boeing Model 737–200, –200C, –300,
and –400 Series Airplanes [Docket No. 98–
NM–291–AD 98–25–06] (RIN: 2120–AA64) re-
ceived February 3, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

697. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class D Airspace and Class E Airspace; Bing-
hamton, NY [Airspace Docket No. 98–AEA–
44] received February 3, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

698. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
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the Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class E Airspace; Laurel, DE [Airspace Dock-
et No. 98–AEA–43] received February 3, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

699. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Establishment
of the Cincinnati/Northern Kentucky Inter-
national Airport Class B Airspace Area, and
Revocation of the Cincinnati/Northern Ken-
tucky International Class C Airspace Area;
KY [Airspace Docket No. 93–AWA–5] received
February 3, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

700. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Amendment of
Legal Description of Jet Route J–522 in the
Vicinity of Rochester, NY [Airspace Docket
No. 98–AEA–14] (RIN: 2120–AA66) received
February 3, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

701. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class E Airspace; Cocordia, KS [Airspace
Docket No. 98–ACE–46] received February 3,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

702. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class E Airspace; Grinell, IA [Airspace Dock-
et No. 98–ACE–47] received February 3, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

703. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class E Airspace; Liberal, KS [Airspace
Docket No. 98–ACE–60] received February 3,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

704. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class E Airspace; Garden City, KS [Airspace
Docket No. 98–ACE–59] received February 3,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

705. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Sikorsky Aircraft Corporation
Model S–76A, B, and C Helicopters [Docket
No. 98–SW–37–AD; Amendment 39–10999; AD
98–17–15] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received February
3, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

706. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Standard In-
strument Approach Procedures; Miscellane-
ous Amendments [Docket No. 29429; Amdt.
No. 1907] (RIN: 2120–AA65) received February
3, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

707. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Agusta S.p.A. Model A109C and
A109K2 Helicopters [Docket No. 97–SW–55–
AD; Amendment 39–11000; AD 99–02–09] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received February 3, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

708. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,

Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Hazardous
Waste Management System; Identification
and Listing of Hazardous Waste; Petroleum
Refining Process Wastes; Exemption for
Leachate from Non-Hazardous Waste Land-
fills; Final Rule [FRL–6232–3] (RIN: 2050–
AE61) received February 9, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

709. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Fee for
Services To Support FEMA’s Offsite Radio-
logical Emergency Preparedness Program
(RIN: 3067–AC87) received January 20, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

710. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Fee for
Services to Support FEMA’s Offsite Radio-
logical Emergency Preparedness Program—
received January 20, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

711. A letter from the General Counsel of
the Department of Defense, transmitting
proposed legislation to reauthorize the avia-
tion insurance program; to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

712. A letter from the Clerk, United States
Court of Appeals, transmitting an opinion of
the United States Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia Circuit, No. 97–1384—As-
sociation of American Railroads and Wiscon-
sin Central LTD. v. Surface Transportation
Board and United States of America; to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

713. A letter from the Acting Associate Ad-
ministrator for Procurement, National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration, transmit-
ting the Administration’s final rule—Mis-
cellaneous Revisions to the NASA FAR Sup-
plement—received February 3, 1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Science.

714. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulations Management, Department of
Veterans Affairs, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule— Board of Veterans’ Ap-
peals: Rules of Practice-Revision of Deci-
sions on Grounds of Clear and Unmistakable
Error (RIN: 2900–AJ15) received January 20,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

715. A letter from the Regulatory Policy
Officer, Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and
Firearms, transmitting the Bureau’s final
rule—Prohibit Certain Alcohol Beverage
Containers and Standards of Fill for Dis-
tilled Spirits and Wine (98R–452P) (RIN: 1512–
AB89) received January 27, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

716. A letter from the Chief Counsel, Bu-
reau of the Public Debt, Department of the
Treasury, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Sale and Issue of Marketable
Book-Entry Treasury Bills, Notes, and Bonds
(Department of the Treasury Circular, Pub-
lic Debt Series No. 1–93)—received January
21, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

717. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Import Administration and the Assistant
United States Trade Representatives, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting the An-
nual Report on Subsidies Enforcement; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

718. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Continuation of
Partnership [Revenue Ruling 99–6] received
January 20, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

719. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Closing agreements
[Revenue Procedure 99–13] received January
20, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

720. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Trade or Business
Expense [Revenue Ruling 99–7] received Jan-
uary 20, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

721. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Nonrecognition of
Gain or Loss on Contribution [Revenue Rul-
ing 99–5] received January 20, 1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

722. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Timely Mailing
Treated as Timely Filing/Electronic Post-
mark [TD 8807] (RIN: 1545–AW82) received
January 20, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

723. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Federal Insurance
Contributions Act (FICA) Taxation of
Amounts Under Employee Benefit Plans [TD
8814] (RIN: 1545–AT27) received February 3,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

724. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Federal Unemploy-
ment Tax Act (FUTA) Taxation of Amounts
Under Employee Benefit Plans [TD 8815]
(RIN: 1545–AT99) received February 3, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

725. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Examination of re-
turns and claims for refund, credit, or abate-
ment; determination of correct tax liability
[Revenue Procedure 99–14] received February
3, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

726. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Continuation Cov-
erage Requirements Applicable to Group
Health Plans [TD 8812] (RIN: 1545–AI93) re-
ceived February 3, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

727. A letter from the Director, Congres-
sional Budget Office, transmitting the report
on ‘‘Unauthorized Appropriations and Expir-
ing Authorizations’’ by theCongressional
Budget Office as of January 8, 1999, pursuant
to 2 U.S.C. 602(f)(3); jointly to the Commit-
tees on the Budget and Appropriations.

728. A letter from the President, Institute
of Peace, transmitting a copy of the Insti-
tute’s report entitled, ‘‘Building Peace—1994–
1997’’; jointly to the Committees on Edu-
cation and the Workforce and International
Relations.

729. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Economic Development, Department of
Commerce, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Interim final rule—received Janu-
ary 27, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
jointly to the Committees on Transportation
and Infrastructure and Banking and Finan-
cial Services.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
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for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

[Filed on February 16, 1999]

Mr. GILMAN: Committee on International
Relations. H.R. 669. A bill to amend the
Peace Corps Act to authorize appropriations
for fiscal years 2000 through 2003 to carry out
that Act, and for other purposes (Rept. 106–
18). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. GILMAN: Committee on International
Relations. H.R. 434. A bill to authorize a new
trade and investment policy for sub-Sahara
Africa; with an amendment (Rept. 106–19 Pt.
1). Ordered to be printed.

[Filed on February 23, 1999]

Mr. SHUSTER: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. H.R. 92. A bill to
designate the Federal building and United
States courthouse located at 251 North Main
Street in Winston-Salem, North Carolina, as
the ‘‘Hiram H. Ward Federal Building and
United States Courthouse’’ (Rept. 106–20).
Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. SHUSTER: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. H.R. 158. A bill to
designate the Federal Courthouse located at
316 North 26th Street in Billings, Montana,
as the ‘‘James F. Battin Federal Court-
house’’; with amendments (Rept. 106–21). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr. SHUSTER: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. H.R. 223. A bill to
designate the Federal building located at 700
East San Antonio Street in El Paso, Texas,
as the ‘‘Richard C. White Federal Building’’
(Rept. 106–22). Referred to the House Cal-
endar.

Mr. SHUSTER: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. H.R. 396. A bill to
designate the Federal building located at
1301 Clay Street in Oakland, California, as
the ‘‘Ronald V. Dellums Federal Building’’
(Rept. 106–23). Referred to the House Cal-
endar.

Mr. BLILEY: Committee on Commerce.
H.R. 514. A bill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to strengthen and clarify
prohibitions on electronic eavesdropping,
and for other purposes (Rept. 106–24). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr. BLILEY: Committee on Commerce.
H.R. 438. A bill to promote and enhance pub-
lic safety through use of 911 as the universal
emergency assistance number, and for other
purposes: with an amendment (Rept. 106–25).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. SESSIONS: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 75. Resolution providing
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 409) to im-
prove the effectiveness and performance of
Federal financial assistance programs, sim-
plify Federal financial assistance application
and reporting requirements, and improve the
delivery of services to the public (Rept. 106–
26). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. LINDER: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 76. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 438) to promote
and enhance public safety through use of 911
as the universal emergency assistance num-
ber, and for other purposes (Rept. 106–27). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr. LINDER: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 77. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 514) to amend the
Communications Act of 1934 to strengthen
and clarify prohibitions on electronic eaves-
dropping, and for other purposes (Rept. 106–
28). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. BURTON: Committee on Government
Reform. H.R. 416. A bill to provide for the
rectification of certain retirement coverage
errors affecting Federal employees, and for

other purposes (Rept. 106–29 Pt. 1). Ordered
to be printed.

f

TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED
BILL

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule X the fol-
lowing action was taken by the Speak-
er:

(The following occurred on February 16, 1999)

H.R. 434. Referral to the Committees on
Ways and Means and Banking and Financial
services extended for a period ending not
later than February 26, 1999.

[Submitted February 23, 1999]

H.R. 416. Referral to the Committee on
Ways and Means extended for a period ending
not later than March 5, 1999.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. COBLE (for himself and Mr.
CANNON):

H.R. 768. A bill to amend title 17, United
States Code, to reform the copyright law
with respect to satellite retransmissions of
broadcast signals, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. COBLE:
H.R. 769. A bill to amend the Trademark

Act of 1946 to provide for the registration
and protection of trademarks used in com-
merce, in order to carry out provisions of
certain international conventions, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. ANDREWS:
H.R. 770. A bill to amend the National

Labor Relations Act to ensure that the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board does not de-
cline to assert jurisdiction over the horse-
racing and dogracing industries; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. COBLE (for himself, Mr. FRANK
of Massachusetts, Mr. BERMAN, Mr.
ANDREWS, Mr. CANADY of Florida, and
Mr. CHABOT):

H.R. 771. A bill to amend rule 30 of the Fed-
eral Rules of Civil Procedure to restore the
stenographic preference for recording deposi-
tions; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. JACKSON of Illinois (for him-
self, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr.
GEORGE MILLER of California, Ms.
MCKINNEY, Ms. LEE, Mr. CONYERS,
Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr.
THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr. BROWN
of Ohio, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. CLAY,
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Ms. KIL-
PATRICK, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. CAPUANO,
Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. BRADY of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. OLVER, Mr. PALLONE,
Mr. BROWN of California, Mr.
PASCRELL, Mr. BALDACCI, Mrs. JONES
of Ohio, Mr. STARK, Mr. DELAHUNT,
Mr. EVANS, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida,
Mr. STUPAK, and Mr. KLINK):

H.R. 772. A bill to authorize a new trade,
investment, and development policy for sub-
Saharan Africa that is mutually beneficial
to the majority of people in sub-Saharan Af-
rica and the United States; to the Commit-
tee on International Relations, and in addi-
tion to the Committees on Banking and Fi-
nancial Services, and Ways and Means, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. DEFAZIO (for himself, Mr.
ABERCROMBIE, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr.

ALLEN, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. BAIRD, Mr.
BALDACCI, Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin,
Mr. BECERRA, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. BER-
MAN, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. BONIOR,
Mr. BORSKI, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. BOU-
CHER, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania,
Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. BROWN of
Ohio, Mr. CAMPBELL, Ms. CARSON, Mr.
CAPUANO, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. CLEM-
ENT, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. CRAMER, Mr.
CROWLEY, Ms. DEGETTE, Ms. DANNER,
Mr. DICKEY, Mr. DIXON, Mr.
DELAHUNT, Ms. DELAURO, Mr.
DEUTSCH, Mr. DOYLE, Mrs. EMERSON,
Mr. ENGEL, Mr. ENGLISH, Ms. ESHOO,
Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. EVANS, Mr.
FATTAH, Mr. FARR of California, Mr.
THOMPSON of California, Mr. THOMP-
SON of Mississippi, Mr. TRAFICANT,
Mr. TURNER, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Ms.
VELAZQUEZ, Mr. VENTO, Mr. WALDEN
of Oregon, Ms. WATERS, Mr. WATKINS,
Mr. WALSH, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr.
WEINER, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. WEYGAND,
Mr. WHITFIELD, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr.
WU, Mr. FILNER, Mr. FORBES, Mr.
FORD, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts,
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. FROST, Mr.
GALLEGLY, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr.
GILCHREST, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr.
HALL of Ohio, Mr. HAYES, Mr. HILL-
IARD, Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. HOOLEY of Or-
egon, Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr. HULSHOF, Mr.
INSLEE, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mrs.
JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mr. KAN-
JORSKI, Ms. KAPTUR, Ms. KILPATRICK,
Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. KOLBE, Mr.
KUCINICH, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr.
LAMPSON, Ms. LEE, Mr. LEVIN, Mr.
LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDON-
ALD, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. MARKEY, Mr.
MASCARA, Mrs. MALONEY of New
York, Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut,
Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr. MEEHAN,
Mr. METCALF, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of
California, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr.
MOAKLEY, Mr. MORAN of Kansas, Mr.
MORAN of Virginia, Mrs. MORELLA,
Mr. MURTHA, Mr. NADLER, Mrs.
NAPOLITANO, Mr. NEAL of Massachu-
setts, Mr. NEY, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr.
OLVER, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. PASTOR,
Ms. PELOSI, Mr. PETERSON of Min-
nesota, Mr. PICKETT, Mr. POMEROY,
Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr.
QUINN, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. REGULA, Mr.
REYES, Mr. ROEMER, Ms. ROYBAL-AL-
LARD, Mr. SABO, Ms. SANCHEZ, Mr.
SANDERS, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. SAWYER,
Mr. SHAYS, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. SHOWS,
Mr. SERRANO, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. SMITH
of Washington, Mr. SMITH of New Jer-
sey, Mr. SNYDER, Ms. STABENOW, Mr.
STARK, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. TAYLOR of
North Carolina, Mrs. TAUSCHER, and
Mr. TIERNEY):

H.R. 773. A bill to amend the Older Ameri-
cans Act of 1965 to extend the authorizations
of appropriations for that Act, and to make
technical corrections; to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce.

By Ms. VELAZQUEZ (for herself, Mr.
TALENT, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD,
Mrs. KELLY, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mrs.
BONO, Mr. PASCRELL, Mrs. CHRISTIAN-
CHRISTENSEN, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New
York, and Mr. HINOJOSA):

H.R. 774. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act to change the conditions of partici-
pation and provide an authorization of ap-
propriations for the women’s business center
program; to the Committee on Small Busi-
ness.

By Mr. DAVIS of Virginia (for himself,
Mr. DREIER, Mr. COX, Mr. MORAN of
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Virginia, Mr. CRAMER, and Mr.
DOOLEY of California):

H.R. 775. A bill to establish certain proce-
dures for civil actions brought for damages
relating to the failure of any device or sys-
tem to process or otherwise deal with the
transition from the year 1999 to the year
2000, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary, and in addition to the
Committee on Small Business, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. ANDREWS:
H.R. 776. A bill to amend the Occupational

Safety and Health Act of 1970 to provide for
coverage under that Act of employees of
States and political subdivisions of States;
to the Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

By Mr. FATTAH (for himself, Mr. BOU-
CHER, Ms. NORTON, Mr. STARK, Mr.
SANDLIN, and Mr. VENTO):

H.R. 777. A bill to amend the Job Training
Partnership Act and the Workforce Invest-
ment Act of 1998 to require that a minimum
percentage of participants in summer youth
employment programs carried out under
those Acts are students who have high at-
tendance rates; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

By Mr. ANDREWS:
H.R. 778. A bill to authorize the Secretary

of Transportation to require the use of recy-
cled materials in the construction of Fed-
eral-aid highway projects; to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

H.R. 779. A bill to require the allocation of
certain surface transportation program
funds for the purchase of recycled materials;
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

By Mr. DINGELL:
H.R. 780. A bill to amend title 49, United

States Code, to establish consumer protec-
tions for airline passengers, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. ANDREWS:
H.R. 781. A bill to require a preference for

Federal contractors that hire welfare recipi-
ents, to authorize appropriations for job ac-
cess and reverse commute grants, to allow
the Secretary of Health and Human Services
to provide guarantees of State loans to wel-
fare recipients, making appropriations for
the Substance Abuse and Mental Health
Services Administration, and to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to restore cer-
tain business-related deductions; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform, and in addi-
tion to the Committees on Transportation
and Infrastructure, Ways and Means, and
Commerce, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska (for
himself, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. MCKEON,
Mr. GOODLING, and Mr. CLAY):

H.R. 782. A bill to amend the Older Ameri-
cans Act of 1965 to authorize appropriations
for fiscal years 2000 through 2003; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. BILIRAKIS (for himself and Mr.
PALLONE):

H.R. 783. A bill to ensure the availability of
spectrum to amateur radio operators; to the
Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. BILIRAKIS (for himself, Mr.
STUMP, Mr. EVANS, Mr. SHOWS, and
Mr. FILNER):

H.R. 784. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to authorize the payment of de-
pendency and indemnity compensation to
the surviving spouses of certain former pris-

oners of war dying with a service-connected
disability rated totally disabling at the time
of death; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs.

By Mr. BILIRAKIS (for himself and Mr.
BROWN of Ohio):

H.R. 785. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow taxpayers to des-
ignate that part or all of any income tax re-
fund be paid over for use in biomedical re-
search conducted through the National Insti-
tutes of Health; to the Committee on Ways
and Means, and in addition to the Committee
on Commerce, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mrs. BONO (for herself, Mrs. CAPPS,
Mr. COOK, Mrs. EMERSON, and Mr.
DEFAZIO):

H.R. 786. A bill to terminate the participa-
tion of the Forest Service in the Rec-
reational Fee Demonstration Program; to
the Committee on Resources, and in addition
to the Committee on Agriculture, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. CONDIT (for himself and Mr.
ORTIZ):

H.R. 787. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to clarify the authority of the
Secretary of Defense to transfer to Federal
and State agencies excess personal property
of the Department of Defense suitable for use
in law enforcement; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr. DUNCAN (for himself, Mr.
HILLEARY, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr.
JENKINS, Mr. WAMP, Mr. FORD, Mr.
BRYANt, Mr. GORDON, Mr. TANNER,
Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr.
OXLEY, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. STRICK-
LAND, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. KUCINICH,
Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. BROWN of
Ohio, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. REGULA, Mr.
TRAFICANT, Mr. NEY, and Mr.
LATOURETTE):

H.R. 788. A bill to provide support for cer-
tain institutes and schools; to the Commit-
tee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. FOSSELLA:
H.R. 789. A bill to amend the Omnibus

Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to
provide death benefits to retired public safe-
ty officers; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

H.R. 790. A bill to require the Federal Avia-
tion Administration to address the aircraft
noise problems of Staten Island, New York;
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

By Mr. GILCHREST (for himself and
Mr. CARDIN):

H.R. 791. A bill to amend the National
Trails System Act to designate the route of
the War of 1812 British invasion of Maryland
and Washington, District of Columbia, and
the route of the American defense, for study
for potential addition to the national trails
system; to the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. GOODLATTE (for himself, Mr.
BALLENGER, Mr. BARRETT of Ne-
braska, Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr.
BATEMAN, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. BLILEY,
Mr. BONILLA, Mrs. BONO, Mr. BRADY
of Texas, Mr. BRYANt, Mr. BURR of
North Carolina, Mr. BURTON of Indi-
ana, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. CALVERT, Mr.
CAMPBELL, Mr. CANNON, Mr.
CHAMBLISS, Mr. COBURN, Mr. COLLINS,
Mr. COOK, Mr. DAVIS of Virginia, Mr.
DELAY, Mr. DICKEY, Mr. DOOLITTLE,
Mr. FOLEY, Mrs. FOWLER, Mr.
GANSKE, Mr. GOODE, Mr. GOSS, Mr.
GRAHAM, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr.

HANSEN, Mr. HASTINGS of Washing-
ton, Mr. HAYES, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr.
HEFLEY, Mr. HERGER, Mr. HILLEARY,
Mr. HUNTER, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr. SAM
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. KASICH, Mr.
KOLBE, Mr. LARGENT, Mr. LATHAM,
Mr. LINDER, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr.
MCCOLLUM, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr.
MCINNIS, Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr. MCKEON,
Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr. MORAN of
Kansas, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr.
NETHERCUTT, Mr. NORWOOD, Mr.
OXLEY, Mr. PAUL, Mr. PITTS, Mr.
POMBO, Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr. RILEY,
Mr. RYUN of Kansas, Mr. SCHAFFER,
Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. SMITH of Michigan,
Mr. SOUDER, Mr. SPENCE, Mr.
STEARNS, Mr. STUMP, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr.
TAYLOR of North Carolina, Mr.
THORNBERRY, Mr. THUNE, Mr. WAMP,
Mr. WATKINS, Mr. WATTS of Okla-
homa, Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania,
Mrs. WILSON, Mr. WOLF, Mrs. CUBIN,
Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr. TANCREDO,
Mr. WICKER, and Mr. PACKARD):

H.R. 792. A bill to preserve and protect the
free choice of individual employees to form,
join, or assist labor organizations, or to re-
frain from such activities; to the Committee
on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. GRAHAM (for himself, Mr. AN-
DREWS, Mr. TALENT, Mrs. FOWLER,
Mrs. MYRICK, and Mr. METCALF):

H.R. 793. A bill to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 to exempt licensed fu-
neral directors and licensed embalmers from
the minimum wage and overtime compensa-
tion requirements of that Act; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. HASTINGS of Florida:
H.R. 794. A bill to repeal the law establish-

ing the independent counsel; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HILL of Montana:
H.R. 795. A bill to provide for the settle-

ment of the water rights claims of the Chip-
pewa Cree Tribe of the Rocky Boy’s Reserva-
tion, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Resources.

By Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas (for
himself, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. TANNER,
Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr.
CRANE, Mr. WELLER, Mr. HERGER, Mr.
HOUGHTON, Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecti-
cut, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. HULSHOF,
Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, Mr. ENGLISH,
Ms. DUNN, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. MCINNIS,
Mr. MCCRERY, and Mr. DREIER):

H.R. 796. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to repeal the limitation on
the amount of receipts attributable to mili-
tary property which may be treated as ex-
empt foreign trade income; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LUCAS of Kentucky:
H.R. 797. A bill to amend title XIX of the

Social Security Act to exempt disabled indi-
viduals from being required to enroll with a
managed care entity under the Medicaid
Program; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
(for himself, Ms. PELOSI, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr.
MALONEY of Connecticut, Mr.
DEFAZIO, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. ACK-
ERMAN, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. LANTOS,
Mr. MARKEY, Mr. TIERNEY, Mrs. MINK
of Hawaii, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. STARK,
Mr. WAXMAN, Ms. LEE, Ms. WOOLSEY,
Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. KILDEE, Mr.
BONIOR, Mr. FARR of California, Ms.
ESHOO, Mr. PALLONE, Mrs. CHRISTIAN-
CHRISTENSEN, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. INS-
LEE, Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr. KENNEDY of
Rhode Island, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr.
RAHALL, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr.
ROTHman, Mr. FRANK of Massachu-
setts, and Mr. SANDERS):
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H.R. 798. A bill to provide for the perma-

nent protection of the resources of the
United States in the year 2000 and beyond; to
the Committee on Resources, and in addition
to the Committee on Agriculture, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mrs. MINK of Hawaii:
H.R. 799. A bill to declare certain

Amerasians to be citizens of the United
States; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CASTLE (for himself, Mr. ROE-
MER, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. DEAL of Geor-
gia, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. DEMINT, Mr.
DIAZ-BALART, Mr. DOOLEY of Califor-
nia, Mr. DREIER, Mr. FORBES, Mr.
GOODLING, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. GREEN-
WOOD, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr. HOBSON, Mr.
HOEKSTRA, Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon,
Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, Mr. MORAN of
Virginia, Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. PETRI,
Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. SHOWS, Mr. SMITH
of Washington, Mr. SOUDER, Mrs.
TAUSCHER, Mr. UPTON, and Mr.
WEYGAND):

H.R. 800. A bill to provide for education
flexibility partnerships; to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce.

By Mrs. MINK of Hawaii:
H.R. 801. A bill to modify retroactively the

residence requirement for transmission of
citizenship to certain individuals born
abroad before 1953 to one citizen parent and
one alien parent; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. MOORE (for himself, Mr.
FROST, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. BARTLETT of
Maryland, and Mr. PAUL):

H.R. 802. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to increase the annual lim-
itation on deductible contributions to indi-
vidual retirement accounts to $5,000; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. NETHERCUTT:
H.R. 803. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to allow employers a credit
against income tax with respect to employ-
ees who participate in the military reserves
and to allow a comparable credit for partici-
pating self-employed individuals; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. NUSSLE (for himself, Mr.
COYNE, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. KLECZKA,
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, and Mrs. MCCAR-
THY of New York):

H.R. 804. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Health and Human Services to revise exist-
ing regulations concerning the conditions of
participation for hospitals and ambulatory
surgical centers under the Medicare Program
relating to certified registered nurse anes-
thetists’ services to make the regulations
consistent with State supervision require-
ments; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. PALLONE (for himself, Mr.
BERRY, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. SHOWS,
Ms. KILPATRICK, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of
Texas, Mr. STARK, Ms. NORTON, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. RANGEL, Mr.
WEINER, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. BROWN of
Ohio, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. LUTHER, Mr.
NADLER, Mr. HINCHEY, and Mr.
ALLEN):

H.R. 805. A bill to amend the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act to establish thera-
peutic equivalence requirements for generic
drugs, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

By Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ (for him-
self, Mrs. CHRISTIAN-CHRISTENSEN,
Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA,
and Mr. WAXMAN):

H.R. 806. A bill to amend title XXI of the
Social Security Act to increase the allot-

ments for territories under the State Chil-
dren’s Health Insurance Program; to the
Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. SCARBOROUGH (for himself,
Ms. NORTON, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mrs.
MORELLA, Mr. HOYER, Mr. DAVIS of
Virginia, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr.
WAXMAN, and Mr. MICA):

H.R. 807. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide portability of service
credit for persons who leave employment
with the Federal Reserve Board to take posi-
tions with other Government agencies; to
the Committee on Government Reform.

By Mr. SMITH of Michigan (for him-
self, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. MINGE, Mr.
SHOWS, Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska,
Mr. LEACH, Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma,
Mr. BOEHLERT, and Mr. MCHUGH):

H.R. 808. A bill to extend for 3 additional
months the period for which chapter 12 of
title 11 of the United States Code is reen-
acted; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. TRAFICANT:
H.R. 809. A bill to amend the Act of June

1, 1948, to provide for reform of the Federal
Protective Service; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. WISE (for himself, Mr. SAWYER,
and Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts):

H.R. 810. A bill to establish drawback for
imports of N-cyclohexyl-2-
benzothiazolesulfenamide based on exports
of N-tert-Butyl-2-benzothiazolesulfenamide;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WYNN:
H.R. 811. A bill to prohibit certain trans-

fers or assignments of franchises, and to pro-
hibit certain fixing or maintaining of motor
fuel prices, under the Petroleum Marketing
Practices Act; to the Committee on Com-
merce.

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska:
H.R. 812. A bill to direct the Administrator

of the Federal Aviation Administration to
conduct a rulemaking proceeding to estab-
lish requirements for Alaska guide pilots
who conduct flight operations, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

H.R. 813. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow a charitable con-
tribution deduction for certain expenses in-
curred by whaling captains in support of Na-
tive Alaskan subsistence whaling; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ARCHER:
H.J. Res. 30. A joint resolution proposing

an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States allowing an item veto in ap-
propriation bills; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. OBERSTAR (for himself, Mr.
HUNTER, Mr. HULSHOF, Mr. SMITH of
New Jersey, Mr. BARCIA, Mr. UNDER-
WOOD, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. WATTS of
Oklahoma, Mr. PETERSON of Min-
nesota, Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin, Mr.
HAYES, Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, Mr.
LUCAS of Kentucky, and Mr. PHELPS):

H.J. Res. 31. A joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States with respect to the right to
life; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin:
H.J. Res. 32. A joint resolution expressing

the sense of the Congress that the President
and the Congress should join in undertaking
the Social Security Guarantee Initiative to
strengthen and protect the retirement in-
come security of all Americans through the
creation of a fair and modern Social Secu-
rity Program for the 21st century; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GILMAN (for himself, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, and Mrs.
KELLY):

H. Con. Res. 35. Concurrent resolution con-
gratulating the State of Qatar and its citi-

zens for their commitment to democratic
ideals and women’s suffrage on the occasion
of Qatar’s historic elections of a central mu-
nicipal council on March 8, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

By Mr. PALLONE (for himself, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, Mr. BILI-
RAKIS, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr.
MCNULTY, Mr. SHERMAN, Mrs. KELLY,
Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. HIN-
CHEY, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. EVANS,
Mr. FORBES, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr.
ACKERMAN, and Mr. MENENDEZ):

H. Con. Res. 36. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress regarding Tur-
key’s claim of sovereignty to the islets in
the Aegean Sea called Imia by Greece and
Kardak by Turkey; to the Committee on
International Relations.

By Mr. SESSIONS:
H. Res. 73. A resolution designating major-

ity membership on certain standing commit-
tees of the House; considered and agreed to.

By Mr. HYDE:
H. Res. 74. A resolution providing amounts

for the expenses of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary in the One Hundred Sixth Congress;
to the Committee on House Administration.

By Mr. THOMAS:
H. Res. 78. A resolution electing members

of the Joint Committee on Printing and the
Joint Committee of Congress on the Library;
to the Committee on House Administration.

By Mr. EVANS (for himself, Mr.
BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr.
DEFAZIO, Mr. FILNER, Mr. FROST, Mr.
GUTIERREZ, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. PHELPS,
Mr. RUSH, and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY):

H. Res. 79. A resolution supporting the Na-
tional Railroad Hall of Fame, Inc., of Gales-
burg, Illinois, in its endeavor to erect a
monument known as the National Railroad
Hall of Fame; to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. STEARNS (for himself, Mr.
GOODE, Mrs. MYRICK, and Mr. LIN-
DER):

H. Res. 80. A resolution repealing rule
XXIII of the Rules of the House of Represent-
atives relating to the statutory limit on the
public debt; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. TALENT:
H. Res. 81. A resolution providing amounts

for the expenses of the Committee on Small
Business in the One Hundred Sixth Congress;
to the Committee on House Administration.

f

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XII,
3. The SPEAKER presented a memorial of

the House of Representatives of the Com-
monwealth of The Mariana Islands, relative
to House Resolution No. 11–119 requesting
that in the interest of fundamental fairness
and due process, that no action be taken by
the Congress of the United States, or any
other agency of the United States Govern-
ment until such time as the Commonwealth
government is afforded the opportunity to
respond to this report; to the Committee on
Resources.

f

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XII,
Mr. FOSSELLA introduced a bill (H.R. 814)

for the relief of the estate of Irwin Rutman;
which was referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
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ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 4: Mr. COBURN, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr.
GOODLATTE, Mr. SHOWS, Mr. WICKER, Mr.
DEMINT, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. DICKEY, Mr.
ADERHOLT, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr.
RILEY, Mrs. BONO, Mr. SUNUNU, Mr. MCHUGH,
Mr. KUYKENDALL, Mr. KING of New York, and
Mr. SHERWOOD.

H.R. 14: Mr. SHOWS, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr.
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr.
CHAMBLISS, and Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma.

H.R. 17: Mr. BOSWELL and Mr. FOLEY.
H.R. 27: Mr. PAUL, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr.

SOUDER, Mr. BACHUS, Mr. GARY MILLER of
California, Mr. DOOLITTLE, and Mr. SHAW.

H.R. 36: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE of Texas, Mr. LAMPSON, Mr.
DELAHUNT, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. KIL-
PATRICK, and Mrs. CHRISTIAN-CHRISTENSEN.

H.R. 38: Mr. DOOLITTLE.
H.R. 45: Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. TERRY, Mr.

TAUZIN, Mr. JOHN, Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin,
Mr. BERRY, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr. SHOWS,
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mrs.
CHENOWETH, Mr. CRANE, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr.
DOOLITTLE, Mr. SWEENEY, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr.
SIMPSON, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. FROST, and Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska.

H.R. 49: Ms. SLAUGHTER and Mr. BONIOR.
H.R. 89: Mr. DEAL of Georgia and Mr.

LAMPSON.
H.R. 92: Mr. BURR of North Carolina and

Mr. ETHERIDGE.
H.R. 116: Mr. PHELPS, Mr. FORBES, Mr.

NADLER, Ms. LOFGREN, and Mr. INSLEE.
H.R. 160: Mr. TANCREDO.
H.R. 175: Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr.

BERMAN, Mr. DIXON, Mr. FRANK of Massachu-
setts, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr.
BENTSEN, Mr. MEEKS of New York, Mrs.
JONES of Ohio, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. PICKERING,
Mr. CONDIT, Mr. CANNON, Mr. KUYKENDALL,
Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. SABO, Mrs. CHRISTIAN-
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. BILBRAY,
and Mr. POMEROY.

H.R. 212: Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. SKEEN, Mr.
DICKEY, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mrs. EMERSON,
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, Mr. SESSIONS,
and Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska.

H.R. 218: Mr. GORDON, Mr. GARY MILLER of
California, Mr. WELDON of Florida, Mr.
PORTMAN, Mr. SESSIONS, and Mr. SWEENEY.

H.R. 219: Mr. MICA, Mr. TALENT, and Mrs.
BONO.

H.R. 220: Mr. SENSENBRENNER.
H.R. 221: Mr. EWING.
H.R. 222: Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. MICA, and Mr.

SHOWS.
H.R. 232: Mr. HOUGHTON and Mr. GOODLING.
H.R. 239: Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. PRICE of

North Carolina, Mr. SABO, Mr. JOHN, Ms. RIV-
ERS, Mr. BALDACCI, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. MCNUL-
TY, Mr. WELLER, Mr. LAZIO, Mr. SNYDER, Mr.
HOLDEN, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. GORDON,
Mr. WYNN, Mr. TANCREDO, Mr. BAIRD, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. FRANK of Mas-
sachusetts, Mrs. Christian-Christensen, Mr.
FORBES, and Mr. HOYER.

H.R. 271: Mr. MARKEY and Ms. LOFGREN.
H.R. 274: Mr. ACKERMAN and Mr. LOBIONDO.
H.R. 275: Mr. GOODLING.
H.R. 306: Mr. NADLER, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH,

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Ms.
LOFGREN, and Mr. ETHERIDGE.

H.R. 315: Mr. LIPINSKI, Ms. WATERS, and
Mr. MATSUI.

H.R. 325: Mr. Borski, Mr. BROWN of Califor-
nia, Mr. DICKS, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, and
Ms. LOFGREN.

H.R. 329: Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. ENGEL,
Mr. MCNULTY, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. FROST,
Mr. TOWNS, Mrs. TAUSCHER, and Mr. FARR of
California.

H.R. 330: Mr. BURTON of Indiana and Mr.
ROHRABACHER.

H.R. 346: Mr. LARGENT, Mr. HALL of Texas,
Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. GOODE, Mr. MCKEON, Mr.
DOOLITTLE, Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. GOODLING, and
Mr. STUMP.

H.R. 347: Mr. DOOLITTLE.
H.R. 348: Mr. GOODLING.
H.R. 351: Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. MORAN of

Kansas, Mr. FILNER, Mr. BACHUS, Mr. STUMP,
Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. GOODLING, Mr. BONILLA,
Mr. TRAFICANT, Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri,
Ms. HOLLEY of Oregon, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr.
LEWIS of Kentucky, Mr. RAMSTAD, and Ms.
PRYCE of Ohio.

H.R. 353: Mr. WEXLER, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr.
HOLDEN, Mr. EHRLICH, Mr. COX, Mr. LANTOS,
Mr. JONES of North Carolina, Mr. DOOLEY of
California, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. PRICE of North
Carolina, Mr. GRAHAM, Mrs. TAUSCHER, and
Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 355: Mr. THOMPSON of California, Mr.
SCARBOROUGH, Ms. SANCHEZ, Mr. SHOWS, Ms.
DEGETTE, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. GUTIER-
REZ, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. BROWN of California,
and Mrs. KELLY.

H.R. 357: Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. LAMPSON,
Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. SABO, Mr.
SAWYER, Mr. MENENDEZ, and Mrs. CHRISTIAN-
CHRISTENSEN.

H.R. 358: Mr. HOLT and Mr. DICKS.
H.R. 382: Mr. ENGEL, Mr. LAFALCE, Ms.

PELOSI, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mrs. CHRIS-
TIAN-CHRISTENSEN, Mrs. MALONEY of New
York, Mr. MEEKS of New York, Mr. BERMAN,
Mr. REYES, and Mrs. JONES of Ohio.

H.R. 394: Mr. BONIOR and Mr. ROTHMAN.
H.R. 395: Mr. BONIOR and Mr. ROTHMAN.
H.R. 396: Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr.

HOBSON, and Ms. STABENOW.
H.R. 397: Mr. BONIOR and Mr. ROTHMAN.
H.R. 403: Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon, Mr.

BALDACCI, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr. INS-
LEE, Mr. SMITH of Washington, Mr. LUCAS of
Oklahoma, and Mr. RANGEL.

H.R. 412: Mr. PHELPS, Mr. FORD, Ms. KIL-
PATRICK, Mr. FORBES, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr.
MICA, and Mr. BUYER.

H.R. 415: Mr. STARK, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr.
BONIOR, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. THOMPSON of Mis-
sissippi, and Mrs. THURMAN.

H.R. 416: Mr. WOLF and Ms. GRANGER.
H.R. 417: Mr. ABERCROMBIE.
H.R. 423: Mr. DELAY, Mr. ISTOOK, and Mr.

LUCAS of Oklahoma.
H.R. 443: Mr. STARK, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr.

DIXON, Mr. ROTHMAN, and Mr. HINCHEY.
H.R. 444: Mr. KIND of Wisconsin and Mr.

PETRI.
H.R. 452: Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. COOK, and Mr.

SANDERS.
H.R. 486: Mr. WAMP, Mr. WHITFIELD, and

Mr. WOLF.
H.R. 488: Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. EVANS, and Mr.

WEXLER.
H.R. 491: Mr. NADLER, Mr. GEORGE MILLER

of California, Mr. HINCHEY, and Mr. SANDLIN.
H.R. 492: Mr. SCARBOROUGH and Mr. DOO-

LITTLE.
H.R. 500: Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. SHOWS, Mr.

MORAN of Virginia, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. MOL-
LOHAN, Mr. DIXON, Mr. OBEY, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Ms. RIVERS, Mr. FROST, Mr.
WALSH, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. RAHALL, Mr.
DICKEY, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. DELAHUNT, Ms.
DANNER, and Mr. SNYDER.

H.R. 502: Mr. GIBBONS and Mr. SHOWS.
H.R. 506: Mr. PAYNE, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr.

ENGLISH, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr.
EHRLICH, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. UDALL of New
Mexico, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. FATTAH,
Mr. MARKEY, Mr. SCOTT, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr.
MOORE, Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut, Ms.
ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. LARSON, and Mr.
MCHUGH.

H.R. 516: Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr.
GREEN of Wisconsin, Mr. HYDE, Mr.
TANCREDO, Mr. GARY MILLER of California,

Mr. GOODE, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, and Mr.
RYUN of Kansas.

H.R. 528: Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. LEWIS of Geor-
gia, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. CANADY of Florida,
Mr. STEARNS, Mr. COBURN, and Mr. DEAL of
Georgia.

H.R. 534: Mr. FROST.
H.R. 538: Ms. NORTON, Mr. BOUCHER, and

Mr. BONIOR.
H.R. 541: Mr. WYNN, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. AN-

DREWS, Mr. WEINER, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE
JOHNSON of Texas, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr.
LAMPSON, Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois,
Mr. KILDEE, Mr. FORD, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. INS-
LEE, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. MARKEY, and Mr.
ROTHAM.

H.R. 546: Mr. WALSH, Mr. STUMP, and Mr.
ENGLISH.

H.R. 571: Mr. GOODLATTE.
H.R. 573: Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr.

COYNE, Ms. GRANGER, Mr. QUINN, Mr.
SOUDER, Mr. GEORGE of California, Mr. MCIN-
TYRE, Mr. PEASE, Mr. LEVIN, Ms. LOFGREN,
Mr. SABO, Mr. GOODE, Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr. AN-
DREWS, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. WELLER, Mr. INS-
LEE, Mr. SISKSKY, Mr. COBURN, Mr. KASICH,
Mr. LATHAM, Mr. EHLERS, and Mr. BORSKI.

H.R. 576: Mr. PALLONE, Mr. KASICH, Ms.
NORTON, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. SHERMAN,
Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. CLYBURN, Ms.
DEGETTE, Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, Mr. KEN-
NEDY of Rhode Island, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. CONYERS, and
Mrs. MEEKS of Florida.

H.R. 595: Mr. CLYBURN, Mrs. JONES of Ohio,
Mr. OLVER, and Ms. NORTON.

H.R. 601: Mr. BILIRAKIS and Mr. MCCOLLUM.
H.R. 607: Mr. ENGLISH and Mr. GARY MIL-

LER of California.
H.R. 614: Mr. SMITH of Michigan, Ms. PRYCE

of Ohio, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr.
GARY MILLER of California, Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER, Mr. DELAY, Mr. SALMON, Mr. LEWIS
of Kentucky, and Mr. DOOLITTLE.

H.R. 632: Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. SOUDER, Mr.
MANZULLO, Mr. JONES of North Carolina, Mr.
FORBES, Mr. SESSIONS, and Mr. LARGENT.

H.R. 639: Mr. HILL of Montana.
H.R. 647: Mr. RYUN of Kansas, Mr. NOR-

WOOD, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. PITTS,
Mr. COBURN, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. LUCAS of Okla-
homa, Mr. WAMP, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. NEY, and
Mr. SANFORD.

H.R. 654: Mr. SHOWS and Mr. BROWN of
Ohio.

H.R. 655: Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. JACKSON of Il-
linois, and Mr. SERRANO.

H.R. 657: Mr. FORBES.
H.R. 664: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. GEORGE

MILLER of California, Mr. RAHALL, Mr.
GREEN of Texas, Mr. VENTO, Mr. STRICKLAND,
and Mr. ORTIZ.

H.R. 670: Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. MCGOVERN,
Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. INSLEE, and
Mrs. CAPPS.

H.R. 685: Mr. WU and Mr. HALLof Texas.
H.R. 709: Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. DOYLE, Ms.

KILPATRICK, Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. BROWN of
California, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Ms. SLAUGH-
TER, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas,
Mr. SMITH of Washington, and Mr. STARK.

H.R. 716: Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. PASTOR, Mr.
SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. WELLER, Mr.
HOUGHTON, Mr. NETHERCUTT, and Mr. CLEM-
ENT.

H.R. 719: Mr. GIBBONS.
H.R. 730: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of

Texas, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. SABO, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. COYNE, and Mr. MALONEY
of Connecticut.

H.R. 732: Mr. KUCINICH, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr.
SMITH of Washington, Mr. MINGE, Mr. BAR-
RETT of Wisconsin, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. MAR-
KEY, Mrs. CAPPS, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. MEE-
HAN, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr.
CAPUANO, Mr. GOODE, Mrs. MALONEY of New
York, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms. KIL-
PATRICK, Mr. COYNE, Ms. ESHOO, Mrs. MCCAR-
THY of New York, Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. PETER-
SON of Minnesota, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr.
DEFAZIO, Ms. DELAURO, and Mr. CLAY.
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H.R. 745: Mr. KILPATRICK and Mr. INSLEE.
H.R. 750: Mr. MCCARTHY of Missouri, Mr.

INSLEE, and Mr. MCINNIS.
H.J. Res. 21: Mr. SWEENEY.
H. Con. Res. 8: Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. SHOWS,

Ms. DANNER, Mr. GOSS, Mrs. MALONEY of New
York, and Mrs. LOWEY.

H. Con. Res. 10: Mr. RILEY.
H. Con. Res. 16: Mr. GOODLING and Mr.

MICA.
H. Con. Res. 21: Mr. BILBRAY and Mr. BOR-

SKI.
H. Con. Res. 22: Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr.

DEUTSCH, Mr. FORBES, Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr.
MCNULTY, Mr. WELLER, Mr. ROTHAM, and Mr.
KING of New York.

H. Con. Res. 24: Mr. SOUDER, Mr. PASTOR,
Mr. HAYES, Mr. LUCAS of Kentucky, Mr.
MALONEY of Connecticut, Mr. BACHUS, Mr.
SANDLIN, Mr. FLETCHER, Mr. LEVIN, Mr.
MCCRERY, Mr. BAKER, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr.
BASS, Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. PACK-
ARD, Mr. SKELTON, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr.
WEYGAND, Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Mr.
DICKEY, Mr. LARGENT, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mrs. TAUSCHER,
Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. MATSUI,
Mr. PORTER, Mr. SNYDER, Mrs. MCCARTHY of
New York, Mr. WALDEN of Oregon, Mr. HOB-
SON, Mr. COBLE, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr.
RODRIGUEZ, Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr.
FOSSELLA, Mr. WU, Mr. RYUN of Kansas, Mr.
GILMAN, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr. MOORE,
Mr. KOLBE, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. LATOURETTE,
and Mrs. ROUKEMA.

H. Con. Res. 29: Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. SKEEN,
Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. TANCREDO, Mr. WELDON of
Pennsylvania, Mr. KASICH, Mr. FRANK of
Massachusetts, Ms. DANNER, Mr. BALLENGER,
Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr.
ENGLISH, Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania, and
Mr. OXLEY.

H. Con. Res. 30: Mr. COOKSEY, Mrs. EMER-
SON, Mr. GOODE, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. STUMP,
Mr. SCHAFFER, Mr. HILL of Montana, Mr.
LINDER, and Mr. GUTKNECHT.

H. Con. Res. 32: Mr. FOSSELLA and Mr.
FROST.

H. Con. Res. 33: Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr.
JACKSON of Illinois, Ms. CARSON, Mr. DIXON,
Mr. BISHOP, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. CLY-
BURN, and Mrs. MEEK of Florida.

H. Res. 41: Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. BOEH-
LERT, Mr. CALVERT, Ms. DANNER, Mr.
ENGLISH, Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. FORD, Ms. KAP-
TUR, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, Mr. KIL-
DEE, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mrs. MEEK of Florida,
Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri, Mrs. MINK of Ha-
waii, Mr. REYES, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr.
RUSH, Mr. SESSIONS, and Mr. TAYLOR of Mis-
sissippi.

f

PETITIONS, ETC.
Under clause 3 of rule XII,
1. The SPEAKER presented a petition of

Lexington Fayette Urban County Govern-
ment, relative to Resolution No. 697–98 com-
mending the members of Congress from
coastal states for pursuing legislation to
share a portion of outer continental shelf
revenue with all states and territories, com-
mending the outer continental shelf policy
committee for its recommendations, and
urging the United States Congress to pass
legislation sharing a meaningful portion of
outer continental shelf mineral revenue with
all states and territories and land-based
recreation and wildlife conservation and res-
toration; which was referred to the Commit-
tee on Resources.

f

AMENDMENTS
Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro-

posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 409
OFFERED BY: MR. KUCINICH

AMENDMENT NO. 1: Page 5, after line 22, in-
sert the following:

(5) establishes that the policies and proce-
dures of the agency shall provide that in a
case in which an applicant has submitted an
application for Federal financial assistance
to the agency that includes a technical
error—

(A) the applicant shall be notified prompt-
ly of the error and permitted to submit the
appropriate information to correct the error
within 7 days of receipt of notice by the ap-
plicant of the error;

(B) the application shall continue to be
considered by the agency during the period
before the applicant is notified and the 7-day
period during which the applicant is per-
mitted to correct the error; and

(C) if the applicant corrects the error with-
in the 7-day period, the agency shall con-
tinue to consider the application;

Page 5, line 23, strike ‘‘(5)’’ and insert
‘‘(6)’’.

Page 6, line 3, strike ‘‘(6)’’ and insert ‘‘(7)’’.
Page 6, line 7, strike ‘‘(7)’’ and insert ‘‘(8)’’.

H.R. 409
OFFERED BY: MR. TRAFICANT

AMENDMENT NO. 2: Page 11, after line 23,
add the following:
SEC. 12. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING FED-

ERAL FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE.
It is the sense of Congress that Federal

agencies, in providing Federal financial as-
sistance for the purpose of economic develop-
ment, should focus primarily on commu-
nities with high poverty and unemployment
rates.

H.R. 436
OFFERED BY: MR. HORN

(Amendment in the Nature of a Substitute)
AMENDMENT NO. 1: Strike all after the en-

acting clause and insert the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Government Waste, Fraud, and Error
Reduction Act of 1999’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows:
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
Sec. 2. Purposes.
Sec. 3. Definition.
Sec. 4. Application of Act.

TITLE I—GENERAL MANAGEMENT
IMPROVEMENTS

Sec. 101. Improving financial management.
Sec. 102. Improving travel management.

TITLE II—IMPROVING FEDERAL DEBT
COLLECTION PRACTICES

Sec. 201. Miscellaneous corrections to sub-
chapter II of chapter 37 of title
31, United States Code.

Sec. 202. Barring delinquent Federal debtors
from obtaining Federal bene-
fits.

Sec. 203. Collection and compromise of
nontax debts and claims.

TITLE III—SALE OF NONTAX DEBTS
OWED TO UNITED STATES

Sec. 301. Authority to sell nontax debts.
Sec. 302. Requirement to sell certain nontax

debts.
TITLE IV—TREATMENT OF HIGH VALUE

NONTAX DEBTS
Sec. 401. Annual report on high value nontax

debts.
Sec. 402. Review by Inspectors General.
Sec. 403. Requirement to seek seizure and

forfeiture of assets securing
high value nontax debt.

TITLE V—FEDERAL PAYMENTS
Sec. 501. Transfer of responsibility to Sec-

retary of the Treasury with re-
spect to prompt payment.

Sec. 502. Promoting electronic payments.
Sec. 503. Debt services account.
SEC. 2. PURPOSES.

The purposes of this Act are the following:
(1) To reduce waste, fraud, and error in

Federal benefit programs.
(2) To focus Federal agency management

attention on high-risk programs.
(3) To better collect debts owed to the

United States.
(4) To improve Federal payment systems.
(5) To improve reporting on Government

operations.
SEC. 3. DEFINITION.

As used in this Act, the term ‘‘nontax
debt’’ means any debt (within the meaning of
that term as used in chapter 37 of title 31,
United States Code) other than a debt under
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 or the Tar-
iff Act of 1930.
SEC. 4. APPLICATION OF ACT.

No provision of this Act shall apply to the
Department of the Treasury or the Internal
Revenue Service to the extent that such
provision—

(1) involves the administration of the in-
ternal revenue laws; or

(2) conflicts with the Internal Revenue
Service Restructuring and Reform Act of
1998, the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, or
the Tariff Act of 1930.

TITLE I—GENERAL MANAGEMENT
IMPROVEMENTS

SEC. 101. IMPROVING FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT.
Section 3515 of title 31, United States Code,

is amended—
(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) by striking ‘‘1997’’ and inserting ‘‘2000’’;

and
(B) by inserting ‘‘Congress and’’ after ‘‘sub-

mit to’’; and
(2) by striking subsections (e), (f), (g), and

(h).
SEC. 102. IMPROVING TRAVEL MANAGEMENT.

(a) LIMITED EXCLUSION FROM REQUIREMENT
REGARDING OCCUPATION OF QUARTERS.—Sec-
tion 5911(e) of title 5, United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end the following
new sentence: ‘‘The preceding sentence shall
not apply with respect to lodging provided
under chapter 57 of this title.’’.

(b) USE OF TRAVEL MANAGEMENT CENTERS,
AGENTS, AND ELECTRONIC PAYMENT SYS-
TEMS.—

(1) REQUIREMENT TO ENCOURAGE USE.—The
head of each executive agency shall, with re-
spect to travel by employees of the agency in
the performance of the employment duties
by the employee, require, to the extent prac-
ticable, the use by such employees of travel
management centers, travel agents author-
ized for use by such employees, and elec-
tronic reservation and payment systems for
the purpose of improving efficiency and
economy regarding travel by employees of
the agency.

(2) PLAN FOR IMPLEMENTATION.—(A) The
Administrator of General Services shall de-
velop a plan regarding the implementation
of this subsection and shall, after consulta-
tion with the heads of executive agencies,
submit to Congress a report describing such
plan and the means by which such agency
heads plan to ensure that employees use
travel management centers, travel agents,
and electronic reservation and payment sys-
tems as required by this subsection.

(B) The Administrator shall submit the
plan required under subparagraph (A) not
later than March 31, 2000.

(c) PAYMENT OF STATE AND LOCAL TAXES ON
TRAVEL EXPENSES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of
General Services shall develop a mechanism
to ensure that employees of executive agen-
cies are not inappropriately charged State
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and local taxes on travel expenses, including
transportation, lodging, automobile rental,
and other miscellaneous travel expenses.

(2) REPORT.—Not later than March 31, 2000,
the Administrator shall, after consultation
with the heads of executive agencies, submit
to Congress a report describing the steps
taken, and proposed to be taken, to carry out
this subsection.

TITLE II—IMPROVING FEDERAL DEBT
COLLECTION PRACTICES

SEC. 201. MISCELLANEOUS CORRECTIONS TO
SUBCHAPTER II OF CHAPTER 37 OF
TITLE 31, UNITED STATES CODE.

(a) CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT.—Section
3716(h)(3) of title 31, United States Code, is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(3) In applying this subsection with re-
spect to any debt owed to a State, other than
past due support being enforced by the State,
subsection (c)(3)(A) shall not apply.’’.

(b) DEBT SALES.—Section 3711 of title 31,
United States Code, is amended by striking
subsection (i).

(c) GAINSHARING.—Section 3720C(b)(2)(D) of
title 31, United States Code, is amended by
striking ‘‘delinquent loans’’ and inserting
‘‘debts’’.

(d) PROVISIONS RELATING TO PRIVATE COL-
LECTION CONTRACTORS.—

(1) COLLECTION BY SECRETARY OF THE
TREASURY.—Section 3711(g) of title 31, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(11) In attempting to collect under this
subsection through the use of garnishment
any debt owed to the United States, a pri-
vate collection contractor shall not be pre-
cluded from verifying the debtor’s current
employer, the location of the payroll office
of the debtor’s current employer, the period
the debtor has been employed by the current
employer of the debtor, and the compensa-
tion received by the debtor from the current
employer of the debtor.

‘‘(12) In evaluating the performance of a
contractor under any contract entered into
under this subsection, the Secretary of the
Treasury shall consider the contractor’s
gross collections net of commissions (as a
percentage of account amounts placed with
the contractor) under the contract. The ex-
istence and frequency of valid debtor com-
plaints shall also be considered in the eval-
uation criteria.

‘‘(13) In selecting contractors for perform-
ance of collection services, the Secretary of
the Treasury shall evaluate bids received
through a methodology that considers the
bidder’s prior performance in terms of net
amounts collected under Government collec-
tion contracts of similar size, if applicable.
The existence and frequency of valid debtor
complaints shall also be considered in the
evaluation criteria.’’.

(2) COLLECTION BY PROGRAM AGENCY.—Sec-
tion 3718 of title 31, United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(h) In attempting to collect under this
subsection through the use of garnishment
any debt owed to the United States, a pri-
vate collection contractor shall not be pre-
cluded from verifying the current place of
employment of the debtor, the location of
the payroll office of the debtor’s current em-
ployer, the period the debtor has been em-
ployed by the current employer of the debt-
or, and the compensation received by the
debtor from the current employer of the
debtor.

‘‘(i) In evaluating the performance of a
contractor under any contract for the per-
formance of debt collection services entered
into by an executive, judicial, or legislative
agency, the head of the agency shall consider
the contractor’s gross collections net of com-
missions (as a percentage of account

amounts placed with the contractor) under
the contract. The existence and frequency of
valid debtor complaints shall also be consid-
ered in the evaluation criteria.

‘‘(j) In selecting contractors for perform-
ance of collection services, the head of an ex-
ecutive, judicial, or legislative agency shall
evaluate bids received through a methodol-
ogy that considers the bidder’s prior per-
formance in terms of net amounts collected
under government collection contracts of
similar size, if applicable. The existence and
frequency of valid debtor complaints shall
also be considered in the evaluation cri-
teria.’’.

(3) CONSTRUCTION.—None of the amend-
ments made by this subsection shall be con-
strued as altering or superseding the provi-
sions of title 11, United States Code, or sec-
tion 6103 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986.

(e) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—Section
3720A(h) of title 31, United States Code, is
amended—

(1) beginning in paragraph (3), by striking
the close quotation marks and all that fol-
lows through the matter preceding sub-
section (i); and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘For purposes of this subsection, the dis-
bursing official for the Department of the
Treasury is the Secretary of the Treasury or
his or her designee.’’.

(f) CORRECTION OF REFERENCES TO FEDERAL
AGENCY.—Sections 3716(c)(6) and 3720A(a),
(b), (c), and (e) of title 31, United States
Code, are each amended by striking ‘‘Federal
agency’’ each place it appears and inserting
‘‘executive, judicial, or legislative agency’’.

(g) INAPPLICABILITY OF ACT TO CERTAIN
AGENCIES.—Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, no provision in this Act, the
Debt Collection Improvement Act of 1996
(chapter 10 of title III of Public Law 104–134;
31 U.S.C. 3701 note), chapter 37 or subchapter
II of chapter 33 of title 31, United States
Code, or any amendments made by such Acts
or any regulations issued thereunder, shall
apply to activities carried out pursuant to a
law enacted to protect, operate, and admin-
ister any deposit insurance funds, including
the resolution and liquidation of failed or
failing insured depository institutions.

(h) CONTRACTS FOR COLLECTION SERVICES.—
Section 3718 of title 31, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) in the first sentence of subsection
(b)(1)(A), by inserting ‘‘, or, if appropriate,
any monetary claim, including any claims
for civil fines or penalties, asserted by the
Attorney General’’ before the period;

(2) in the third sentence of subsection
(b)(1)(A)—

(A) by inserting ‘‘or in connection with
other monetary claims’’ after ‘‘collection of
claims of indebtedness’’;

(B) by inserting ‘‘or claim’’ after ‘‘the in-
debtedness’’; and

(C) by inserting ‘‘or other person’’ after
‘‘the debtor’’; and

(3) in subsection (d), by inserting ‘‘or any
other monetary claim of’’ after ‘‘indebted-
ness owed’’.
SEC. 202. BARRING DELINQUENT FEDERAL DEBT-

ORS FROM OBTAINING FEDERAL
BENEFITS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3720B of title 31,
United States Code, is amended to read as
follows:
‘‘§ 3720B. Barring delinquent Federal debtors

from obtaining Federal benefits
‘‘(a)(1) A person shall not be eligible for the

award or renewal of any Federal benefit de-
scribed in paragraph (2) if the person has an
outstanding nontax debt that is in a delin-
quent status with any executive, judicial, or
legislative agency, as determined under

standards prescribed by the Secretary of the
Treasury. Such a person may obtain addi-
tional Federal benefits described in para-
graph (2) only after such delinquency is re-
solved in accordance with those standards.

‘‘(2) The Federal benefits referred to in
paragraph (1) are the following:

‘‘(A) Financial assistance in the form of a
loan (other than a disaster loan) or loan in-
surance or guarantee.

‘‘(B) Any Federal permit or Federal license
required by law.

‘‘(b) The Secretary of the Treasury may ex-
empt any class of claims from the applica-
tion of subsection (a) at the request of an ex-
ecutive, judicial, or legislative agency.

‘‘(c)(1) The head of any executive, judicial,
or legislative agency may waive the applica-
tion of subsection (a) to any Federal benefit
that is administered by the agency based on
standards promulgated by the Secretary of
the Treasury.

‘‘(2) The head of an executive, judicial, or
legislative agency may delegate the waiver
authority under paragraph (1) to the chief fi-
nancial officer or, in the case of any Federal
performance-based organization, the chief
operating officer of the agency.

‘‘(3) The chief financial officer or chief op-
erating officer of an agency to whom waiver
authority is delegated under paragraph (2)
may redelegate that authority only to the
deputy chief financial officer or deputy chief
operating officer of the agency. Such deputy
chief financial officer or deputy chief operat-
ing officer may not redelegate such author-
ity.

‘‘(d) As used in this section, the term
‘nontax debt’ means any debt other than a
debt under the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
or the Tariff Act of 1930.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections at the beginning of chapter 37 of
title 31, United States Code, is amended by
striking the item relating to section 3720B
and inserting the following:
‘‘3720B. Barring delinquent Federal debtors

from obtaining Federal bene-
fits.’’.

(c) CONSTRUCTION.—The amendment made
by this section shall not be construed as al-
tering or superseding the provisions of title
11, United States Code.
SEC. 203. COLLECTION AND COMPROMISE OF

NONTAX DEBTS AND CLAIMS.
(a) USE OF PRIVATE COLLECTION CONTRAC-

TORS AND FEDERAL DEBT COLLECTION CEN-
TERS.—Paragraph (5) of section 3711(g) of
title 31, United States Code, is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(5)(A) Nontax debts referred or trans-
ferred under this subsection shall be serv-
iced, collected, or compromised, or collec-
tion action thereon suspended or terminated,
in accordance with otherwise applicable
statutory requirements and authorities.

‘‘(B) The head of each executive agency
that operates a debt collection center may
enter into an agreement with the Secretary
of the Treasury to carry out the purposes of
this subsection.

‘‘(C) The Secretary of the Treasury shall—
‘‘(i) maintain a schedule of private collec-

tion contractors and debt collection centers
operated by agencies that are eligible for re-
ferral of claims under this subsection;

‘‘(ii) maximize collections of delinquent
nontax debts by referring delinquent nontax
debts to private collection contractors
promptly;

‘‘(iii) maintain competition between pri-
vate collection contractors;

‘‘(iv) ensure, to the maximum extent prac-
ticable, that a private collection contractor
to which a nontax debt is referred is respon-
sible for any administrative costs associated
with the contract under which the referral is
made.
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‘‘(D) As used in this paragraph, the term

‘nontax debt’ means any debt other than a
debt under the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
or the Tariff Act of 1930.’’.

(b) LIMITATION ON DISCHARGE BEFORE USE
OF PRIVATE COLLECTION CONTRACTOR OR DEBT
COLLECTION CENTER.—Paragraph (9) of sec-
tion 3711(g) of title 31, United States Code, is
amended—

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (A)
through (H) as clauses (i) through (viii);

(2) by inserting ‘‘(A)’’ after ‘‘(9)’’;
(3) in subparagraph (A) (as designated by

paragraph (2) of this subsection) in the mat-
ter preceding clause (i) (as designated by
paragraph (1) of this subsection), by insert-
ing ‘‘and subject to subparagraph (B)’’ after
‘‘as applicable’’; and

(4) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(B)(i) The head of an executive, judicial,

or legislative agency may not discharge a
nontax debt or terminate collection action
on a nontax debt unless the debt has been re-
ferred to a private collection contractor or a
debt collection center, referred to the Attor-
ney General for litigation, sold without re-
course, administrative wage garnishment
has been undertaken, or in the event of
bankruptcy, death, or disability.

‘‘(ii) The head of an executive, judicial, or
legislative agency may waive the application
of clause (i) to any nontax debt, or class of
nontax debts if the head of the agency deter-
mines that the waiver is in the best interest
of the United States.

‘‘(iii) As used in this subparagraph, the
term ‘nontax debt’ means any debt other
than a debt under the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986 or the Tariff Act of 1930.’’.
TITLE III—SALE OF NONTAX DEBTS OWED

TO UNITED STATES
SEC. 301. AUTHORITY TO SELL NONTAX DEBTS.

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section
is to provide that the head of each executive,
judicial, or legislative agency shall establish
a program of nontax debt sales in order to—

(1) minimize the loan and nontax debt
portfolios of the agency;

(2) improve credit management while serv-
ing public needs;

(3) reduce delinquent nontax debts held by
the agency;

(4) obtain the maximum value for loan and
nontax debt assets; and

(5) obtain valid data on the amount of the
Federal subsidy inherent in loan programs
conducted pursuant to the Federal Credit
Reform Act of 1990 (Public Law 93–344).

(b) SALES AUTHORIZED.—(1) Section 3711 of
title 31, United States Code, is amended by
inserting after subsection (h) the following
new subsection:

‘‘(i)(1) The head of an executive, judicial,
or legislative agency may sell, subject to
section 504(b) of the Federal Credit Reform
Act of 1990 (2 U.S.C. 661c(b)) and using com-
petitive procedures, any nontax debt owed to
the United States that is administered by
the agency.

‘‘(2) Costs the agency incurs in selling
nontax debt pursuant to this subsection may
be deducted from the proceeds received from
the sale. Such costs include—

‘‘(A) the costs of any contract for identi-
fication, billing, or collection services;

‘‘(B) the costs of contractors assisting in
the sale of nontax debt;

‘‘(C) the fees of appraisers, auctioneers,
and realty brokers;

‘‘(D) the costs of advertising and survey-
ing; and

‘‘(E) other reasonable costs incurred by the
agency, as determined by the Director of the
Office of Management and Budget.

‘‘(3) Sales of nontax debt under this
subsection—

‘‘(A) shall be for—

‘‘(i) cash; or
‘‘(ii) cash and a residuary equity, joint ven-

ture, or profit participation, if the head of
the agency, in consultation with the Direc-
tor of the Office of Management and Budget
and the Secretary of the Treasury, deter-
mines that the proceeds will be greater than
the proceeds from a sale solely for cash;

‘‘(B) shall be without recourse against the
United States; and

‘‘(C) shall transfer to the purchaser all
rights of the United States to demand pay-
ment of the nontax debt, other than with re-
spect to a residuary equity, joint venture, or
profit participation under subparagraph
(A)(ii), but shall not transfer to the pur-
chaser any rights or defenses uniquely avail-
able to the United States.

‘‘(3) This subsection is not intended to
limit existing statutory authority of the
head of an executive, judicial, or legislative
agency to sell loans, nontax debts, or other
assets.’’.
SEC. 302. REQUIREMENT TO SELL CERTAIN

NONTAX DEBTS.
Section 3711 of title 31, United States Code,

is amended further by adding at the end the
following new subsection:

‘‘(j)(1)(A) The head of each executive, judi-
cial, or legislative agency shall sell any
nontax loan owed to the United States by
the later of—

‘‘(i) the date on which the nontax debt be-
comes 24 months delinquent; or

‘‘(ii) 24 months after referral of the nontax
debt to the Secretary of the Treasury pursu-
ant to section 3711(g)(1) of title 31, United
States Code. Sales under this subsection
shall be conducted under the authority in
section 301.

‘‘(B) The head of an executive, judicial, or
legislative agency, in consultation with the
Director of the Office of Management and
Budget and the Secretary of the Treasury,
may exempt from sale delinquent debt or
debts under this subsection if the head of the
agency determines that the sale is not in the
best financial interest of the United States.

‘‘(2) The head of each executive, judicial,
or legislative agency shall sell each loan ob-
ligation arising from a program adminis-
tered by the agency, not later than 6 months
after the loan is disbursed, unless the head of
the agency determines that the sale would
interfere with the mission of the agency ad-
ministering the program under which the
loan was disbursed, or the head of the agen-
cy, in consultation with the Director of the
Office of Management and Budget and the
Secretary of the Treasury, determines that a
longer period is necessary to protect the fi-
nancial interests of the United States. Sales
under this subsection shall be conducted
under the authority in section 301.

‘‘(3) After terminating collection action,
the head of an executive, judicial, or legisla-
tive agency shall sell, using competitive pro-
cedures, any nontax debt or class of nontax
debts owed to the United States unless the
head of the agency, in consultation with the
Director of the Office of Management and
Budget and the Secretary of the Treasury,
determines that the sale is not in the best fi-
nancial interests of the United States. Sales
under this paragraph shall be conducted
under the authority of subsection (i).

‘‘(4)(A) The head of an executive, judicial,
or legislative agency shall not, without the
approval of the Attorney General, sell any
nontax debt that is the subject of an allega-
tion of or investigation for fraud, or that has
been referred to the Department of Justice
for litigation.

‘‘(B) The head of an executive, judicial, or
legislative agency may exempt from sale
under this subsection any class of nontax
debts or loans if the head of the agency de-
termines that the sale would interfere with

the mission of the agency administering the
program under which the indebtedness was
incurred.’’.

TITLE IV—TREATMENT OF HIGH VALUE
NONTAX DEBTS

SEC. 401. ANNUAL REPORT ON HIGH VALUE
NONTAX DEBTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days
after the end of each fiscal year, the head of
each agency that administers a program that
gives rise to a delinquent high value nontax
debt shall submit a report to Congress that
lists each such debt.

(b) CONTENT.—A report under this section
shall, for each debt listed in the report, in-
clude the following:

(1) The name of each person liable for the
debt, including, for a person that is a com-
pany, cooperative, or partnership, the names
of the owners and principal officers.

(2) The amounts of principal, interest, and
penalty comprising the debt.

(3) The actions the agency has taken to
collect the debt, and prevent future losses.

(4) Specification of any portion of the debt
that has been written-down administratively
or due to a bankruptcy proceeding.

(5) An assessment of why the debtor de-
faulted.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this title:
(1) AGENCY.—The term ‘‘agency’’ has the

meaning that term has in chapter 37 of title
31, United States Code, as amended by this
Act.

(2) HIGH VALUE NONTAX DEBT.—The term
‘‘high value nontax debt’’ means a nontax
debt having an outstanding value (including
principal, interest, and penalties) that ex-
ceeds $1,000,000.
SEC. 402. REVIEW BY INSPECTORS GENERAL.

The Inspector General of each agency shall
review the applicable annual report to Con-
gress required in section 401 and make such
recommendations as necessary to improve
performance of the agency. Each Inspector
General shall periodically review and report
to Congress on the agency’s nontax debt col-
lection management practices. As part of
such reviews, the Inspector General shall ex-
amine agency efforts to reduce the aggregate
amount of high value nontax debts that are
resolved in whole or in part by compromise,
default, or bankruptcy.
SEC. 403. REQUIREMENT TO SEEK SEIZURE AND

FORFEITURE OF ASSETS SECURING
HIGH VALUE NONTAX DEBT.

The head of an agency authorized to col-
lect a high value nontax debt that is delin-
quent shall, when appropriate, promptly
seek seizure and forfeiture of assets pledged
to the United States in any transaction giv-
ing rise to the nontax debt. When an agency
determines that seizure or forfeiture is not
appropriate, the agency shall include a jus-
tification for such determination in the re-
port under section 401.

TITLE V—FEDERAL PAYMENTS
SEC. 501. TRANSFER OF RESPONSIBILITY TO SEC-

RETARY OF THE TREASURY WITH
RESPECT TO PROMPT PAYMENT.

(a) DEFINITION.—Section 3901(a)(3) of title
31, United States Code, is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘Director of the Office of Management
and Budget’’ and inserting ‘‘Secretary of the
Treasury’’.

(b) INTEREST.—Section 3902(c)(3)(D) of title
31, United States Code, is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘Director of the Office of Management
and Budget’’ and inserting ‘‘Secretary of the
Treasury’’.

(c) REGULATIONS.—Section 3903(a) of title
31, United States Code, is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘Director of the Office of Management
and Budget’’ and inserting ‘‘Secretary of the
Treasury’’.
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SEC. 502. PROMOTING ELECTRONIC PAYMENTS.

(a) EARLY RELEASE OF ELECTRONIC PAY-
MENTS.—Section 3903(a) of title 31, United
States Code, is amended—

(1) by amending paragraph (1) to read as
follows:

‘‘(1) provide that the required payment
date is—

‘‘(A) the date payment is due under the
contract for the item of property or service
provided; or

‘‘(B) no later than 30 days after a proper in-
voice for the amount due is received if a spe-
cific payment date is not established by con-
tract;’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon
at the end of paragraph (8), by striking the
period at the end of paragraph (9) and insert-
ing ‘‘; and’’, and by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(10) provide that the Secretary of the
Treasury may waive the application of re-
quirements under paragraph (1) to provide
for early payment of vendors in cases where
an agency will implement an electronic pay-
ment technology which improves agency
cash management and business practice.’’.

(b) AUTHORITY TO ACCEPT ELECTRONIC PAY-
MENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to an agreement
between the head of an executive agency and
the applicable financial institution or insti-
tutions based on terms acceptable to the
Secretary of the Treasury, the head of such
agency may accept an electronic payment,
including debit and credit cards, to satisfy a
nontax debt owed to the agency.

(2) GUIDELINES FOR AGREEMENTS REGARDING
PAYMENT.—The Secretary of the Treasury
shall develop guidelines regarding agree-
ments between agencies and financial insti-
tutions under paragraph (1).
SEC. 503. DEBT SERVICES ACCOUNT.

(a) TRANSFER OF FUNDS TO DEBT SERVICES
ACCOUNT.—The Secretary of the Treasury
may transfer balances in accounts estab-
lished before the date of the enactment of
this Act pursuant to section of 3711(g)(7) of
title 31, United States Code, to the Debt
Services Account established under sub-
section (b). All amounts transferred to the
Debt Services Account under this section
shall remain available until expended.

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF DEBT SERVICES AC-
COUNT.—Subsection (g)(7) of section 3711 of
title 31, United States Code, is amended by
striking the second sentence and inserting
the following: ‘‘Any fee charged pursuant to
this subsection shall be deposited into an ac-
count established in the Treasury to be
known as the ‘Debt Services Account’ (here-
inafter referred to in this section as the ‘Ac-
count’).’’

(c) REIMBURSEMENT OF FUNDS.—Section
3711(g) of title 31, United States Code, is
amended—

(1) by striking paragraph (8);
(2) by redesignating paragraphs (9) and (10)

as paragraphs (8) and (9), respectively; and
(3) by amending paragraph (9) (as redesig-

nated by paragraph (2)) to read as follows:
‘‘(9) To carry out the purposes of this sub-

section, including services provided under

sections 3716 and 3720A, the Secretary of the
Treasury may—

‘‘(A) prescribe such rules, regulations, and
procedures as the Secretary considers nec-
essary;

‘‘(B) transfer such funds from funds appro-
priated to the Department of the Treasury as
may be necessary to meet liabilities and ob-
ligations incurred prior to the receipt of fees
that result from debt collection; and

‘‘(C) reimburse any funds from which funds
were transferred under subparagraph (B)
from fees collected pursuant to sections 3711,
3716, and 3720A. Any reimbursement under
this subparagraph shall occur during the pe-
riod of availability of the funds transferred
under subparagraph (B) and shall be avail-
able to the same extent and for the same
purposes as the funds originally trans-
ferred.’’.

(d) DEPOSIT OF TAX REFUND OFFSET FEES.—
The last sentence of section 3720A(d) of title
31, United States Code, is amended to read as
follows: ‘‘Amounts paid to the Secretary of
the Treasury as fees under this section shall
be deposited into the Debt Services Account
of the Department of the Treasury described
in section 3711(g)(7) and shall be collected
and accounted for in accordance with the
provisions of that section.’’.

H.R. 438
OFFERED BY: MR. SANDERS

AMENDMENT NO. 1: Page 10, after line 12, in-
sert the following new section (and redesig-
nate the succeeding section accordingly):
SEC. 6. STATE AND LOCAL AUTHORITY OVER

PLACEMENT, CONSTRUCTION, AND
MODIFICATION OF BROADCAST
TRANSMISSION AND OTHER TELE-
COMMUNICATIONS FACILITIES.

(a) REPEAL OF LIMITATIONS ON REGULATION
OF PERSONAL WIRELESS FACILITIES.—Section
332(c)(7)(B) of the Communications Act of
1934 (47 U.S.C. 332(c)(7)(B)) is amended—

(1) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘thereof—’’
and all that follows through the end and in-
serting ‘‘thereof shall not unreasonably dis-
criminate among providers of functionally
equivalent services.’’;

(2) by striking clause (iv);
(3) by redesignating clause (v) as clause

(iv); and
(4) in clause (iv), as so redesignated—
(A) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘30

days after such action or failure to act’’ and
inserting ‘‘30 days after exhaustion of any
administrative remedies with respect to such
action or failure to act’’; and

(B) by striking the third sentence and in-
serting the following: ‘‘In any such action in
which a person seeking to place, construct,
or modify a tower facility is a party, such
person shall bear the burden of proof.’’.

(b) PROHIBITION ON ADOPTION OF RULE RE-
GARDING PREEMPTION OF STATE AND LOCAL
AUTHORITY OVER BROADCAST TRANSMISSION
FACILITIES.—Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the Federal Communications
Commission may not adopt as a final rule
the proposed rule set forth in ‘‘Preemption of
State and Local Zoning and Land Use Re-
strictions on Siting, Placement and Con-
struction of Broadcast Station Transmission

Facilities’’, MM Docket No. 97–182, released
August 19, 1997.

(c) AUTHORITY OVER PLACEMENT, CON-
STRUCTION, AND MODIFICATION OF OTHER
TRANSMISSION TOWERS.—Part I of title III of
the Communications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C.
301 et seq.) is amended by adding at the end
the following:
‘‘SEC. 337. STATE AND LOCAL AUTHORITY OVER

PLACEMENT, CONSTRUCTION, AND
MODIFICATION OF TELECOMMUNI-
CATIONS AND BROADCAST TOWERS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of this Act, no provision of
this Act may be interpreted to authorize any
person to place, construct, or modify a
broadcast tower or telecommunications
tower in a manner that is inconsistent with
State or local law, or contrary to an official
decision of the appropriate State or local
government entity having authority to ap-
prove, license, modify, or deny an applica-
tion to place, construct, or modify a tower,
if alternate technology is capable of deliver-
ing the broadcast or telecommunications
signals without the use of a tower.

‘‘(b) AUTHORITY REGARDING PRODUCTION OF
SAFETY STUDIES.—No provision of this Act
may be interpreted to prohibit a State or
local government from—

‘‘(1) requiring a person seeking authority
to locate telecommunications facilities or
broadcast transmission facilities within the
jurisdiction of such government to produce—

‘‘(A) environmental studies, engineering
reports, or other documentation of the com-
pliance of such facilities with radio fre-
quency exposure limits established by the
Commission; and

‘‘(B) documentation of the compliance of
such facilities with applicable Federal,
State, and local aviation safety standards or
aviation obstruction standards regarding ob-
jects effecting navigable airspace; or

‘‘(2) refusing to grant authority to such
person to locate such facilities within the ju-
risdiction of such government if such person
fails to produce any studies, reports, or docu-
mentation required under paragraph (1).’’.

H.R. 514

OFFERED BY: MRS. WILSON

AMENDMENT NO. 1: Page 5, strike lines 14
and 15 and insert the following:

(B) by striking ‘‘communication and di-
vulge’’ and inserting ‘‘communication, and
no person having intercepted such a commu-
nication shall intentionally divulge’’;

(4) in the fourth sentence of subsection
(a)—

(A) by inserting ‘‘(A)’’ after ‘‘intercepted,
shall’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘thereof) or’’ and inserting
‘‘thereof); or (B)’’;

Page 5, line 16, strike ‘‘(4)’’ and insert
‘‘(5)’’.

Page 5, line 21, strike ‘‘(5)’’ and insert
‘‘(6)’’.

Page 6, line 1, strike ‘‘(6)’’ and insert ‘‘(7)’’.
Page 6, line 5, strike ‘‘(7)’’ and insert ‘‘(8)’’.
Page 6, line 10, strike ‘‘(8)’’ and insert

‘‘(9)’’.
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Senate 
The Senate met at 10:30 a.m. and was 

called to order by the President pro 
tempore [Mr. THURMOND]. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. To-
day’s prayer will be offered by a guest 
Chaplain, the Reverend Dr. James E. 
Olson, Faith Evangelical Free Church, 
Fort Collins, CO. He is a guest of Sen-
ator WAYNE ALLARD. 

PRAYER 

The guest chaplain, Reverend Dr. 
James E. Olson, Faith Evangelical Free 
Church, Fort Collins, CO, offered the 
following prayer: 

Our God, You have been our hearts’ 
true home in all generations. From ev-
erlasting to everlasting You alone are 
there and singularly sovereign. We are 
not. Our hearts are fragile and weak-
ened by fears. Our lives, even in their 
prime, are weighted with labor and sor-
row. We, therefore, turn to You for the 
strength beyond ourselves that is need-
ed today. 

Instill in the women and men of this 
Senate, whom You have entrusted with 
high responsibility, an intensity that 
keeps on caring. Grant them wisdom 
for sound judgment in the face of con-
stant complexity. Prompt considerate 
words that they may relate to each 
other rightly this day, that they may 
encourage loved ones and staff at the 
close of the day, and that they may 
present to You a heart of wisdom on 
the last day. 

Let Your favor be upon this Senate 
in doing what is right and do confirm 
for them the work of their hands ‘‘that 
we may lead a tranquil and quiet life in 
all godliness and dignity.’’—Timothy 
2:2 NASB. In the strong Name of our 
Lord. Amen. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
distinguished Senator from Colorado is 
recognized. 

THE GUEST CHAPLAIN 
Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I should 

like to personally welcome the guest 
Chaplain today, Dr. James Olson, who 
is from my home State of Colorado. I 
wish to also thank Dr. Lloyd Ogilvie 
for his graciousness in welcoming him 
here to the Senate. 

My wife Joan and I are blessed that 
we have inspirational leaders both here 
in Washington and back in my home 
State of Colorado. Dr. Lloyd Ogilvie is 
somebody we really respect and value 
and look to for our spiritual leadership. 
Dr. James Olson is not only a spiritual 
leader for my wife and I in Colorado 
but of the family, and I just wish to 
state in a public manner how much we 
appreciate his leadership and how 
much as a family we appreciate what 
he does for us. He has not only person-
ally served the Allard family, but he 
has personally served the community 
of Fort Collins, CO. He has taken an 
active part in that community as a re-
ligious leader, and in his sermons in 
the Faith Evangelical Free Church of 
Fort Collins he has been a leader of af-
fairs before our country, and I think he 
has been a voice of reason for the con-
gregation and one of balance. I have al-
ways appreciated his message on Sun-
days whenever we have attended his 
church, and I think that he has 
strengthened the spiritual community 
in Fort Collins, particularly the Chris-
tian community. 

I just want to recognize in a public 
way all his leadership in Colorado, par-
ticularly his community. I think he 
typifies the leadership throughout this 
country of many of our community 
pastors and religious leaders. Some-
times I don’t think we recognize them 
as we should. They are an important 
part of what goes on in this country; 
they are an important part of what 
America is all about. 

So it is with a great deal of pleasure 
that I welcome Dr. James Olson to the 
Senate and let him know just how 
much we appreciate his prayer this 

morning and wish both his wife Carol 
and him our very best. We are happy 
that they could take time out of their 
religious lives to come to Washington 
and be a part of the Senate today. 

f 

SCHEDULE 
Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, this 

morning there will be a period of morn-
ing business until 11 a.m. Following 
morning business, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. 4, the Sol-
diers’, Sailors’, Airmen’s and Marines’ 
Bill of Rights Act of 1999. At 12 noon, 
the Senate will recess until 2:15 p.m. to 
allow the weekly party luncheons to 
meet. Following the luncheons, the 
Senate will resume consideration of S. 
4 with amendments expected to be of-
fered and debated. Rollcall votes are 
possible throughout today’s session, 
and Members will be notified of the 
voting schedule when it becomes avail-
able. 

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

VOINOVICH). Under the previous order, 
the leadership time is reserved. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be a 
period for the transaction of morning 
business not to extend beyond the hour 
of 11 o’clock. 

Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire, Mr. SMITH, 
is recognized for up to 20 minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I 
thank the Chair. 

f 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent 
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that one of my staff, Mr. Jim Dohoney, 
be granted floor privileges during my 
remarks this morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The remarks of Mr. SMITH of New 
Hampshire pertaining to the introduc-
tion of the legislation are located in to-
day’s RECORD under ‘‘Statements on In-
troduced Bills and Joint Resolutions.’’) 

f 

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE FOOD 
QUALITY PROTECTION ACT 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, it is rare 
for both Houses of Congress to reach a 
unanimous agreement—fully bipartisan 
legislation. The Food Quality Protec-
tion Act (FQPA) was enacted in this 
manner in 1996. This new law elimi-
nated the famed Delaney Clause for 
residues in raw and processed foods— 
replacing it with a scientific, rational 
standard of ‘‘reasonable certainty of no 
harm.’’ Food and agricultural interest, 
as well as the pesticide industry, saw 
the passage of FQPA as an opportunity 
to assure that sound science is para-
mount in EPA’s determinations on use 
of crop protection chemicals. It is 
worth saying it again—a scientific, ra-
tional, sound and reasonable standard. 

Mr. President, sound science is what 
the authors intended and expected. 
This is what Congress wanted—sound 
science as the rule’s foundation. Fur-
ther, the new law provided an addi-
tional safety factor to protect infants 
and children, and new ways of assess-
ing pesticide benefits and risks. This is 
something Congress fully supported. 
Despite a unanimous Congressional 
vote, implementing the law at the reg-
ulatory level has been a very difficult 
and unnecessarily complex process. 

In fact, only a few months after the 
law was passed, the entire FQPA imple-
mentation process broke down. Mem-
bers of Congress voiced their concern. 
The problems were so great and con-
cerns from America’s agriculture in-
dustry so substantial that Vice Presi-
dent GORE sent a Memorandum to both 
the Department of Agriculture and the 
Environmental Protection Agency on 
April 8, 1998. This memorandum laid 
out the White House’s plan for getting 
FQPA’s implementation back on track. 

The White House’s plan for FQPA im-
plementation contained four basic 
principles. It included sound science in 
protecting public health, regulatory 
transparency, reasonable transition for 
agriculture, and consultation with the 
public and other agencies. The Vice 
President’s approach was supported by 
America’s agriculture community. Ev-
eryone’s hopes were high. 

Mr. President, today, almost a year 
after the White House got directly in-
volved in FQPA’s implementation 
process, it is still off track. It is be-
coming clear to me that Congress may 
again have to revisit FQPA. 

Mr. President, Congress wanted a law 
to eliminate the scientifically inad-
equate and outdated Delaney Clause. 
What Congress and the Nation got was 

much worse. In fact, the EPA has failed 
to provide scientifically sound guid-
ance to the regulated community. The 
EPA approach follows a path toward 
great economic harm for both agricul-
tural producers and urban users of 
these products—an EPA approach 
which is without scientific foundation. 

Farmers, the food industry, pest con-
trol interests, and many others are un-
derstandably concerned. Americans 
want and deserve a fair, workable im-
plementation of this bipartisan law. 
Americans want and deserve rules that 
are based on real information and 
sound science. Americans want and de-
serve rules that follow the Vice Presi-
dent’s memo. Americans want and de-
serve rules which fit FQPA’s require-
ments. 

In order for these rules to be 
achieved EPA must: 

Allow development of the best sci-
entific methodology and data; 

Base its decisions on actual pesticide 
uses rather than model assumptions; 
and 

Operate in an open, transparent man-
ner to establish uniform, scientific and 
practical policies. 

Mr. President, this is simple and 
straightforward, and makes scientific 
common sense. This request is con-
sistent with the intent of the unani-
mously passed law. This request is also 
consistent with the Vice President’s 
memo of nearly a year ago. 

The requirements of the law are 
achievable. I have confidence that EPA 
can do this right—EPA just needs to 
take the time, invest the effort with 
the proper focus. 

EPA must recognize the problems 
that will be created if FQPA is improp-
erly implemented. It is estimated that 
the economic impact for agricultural 
producers is tremendous. For just one 
class of chemicals being analyzed by 
EPA, estimates have shown a 55% yield 
loss in my state for corn if these prod-
ucts were eliminated. For cotton in 
Mississippi, the yield loss has been es-
timated at 8 percent. Crops across the 
United States would also be negatively 
impacted. 

However, Mr. President, FQPA is not 
just about farming. Poor implementa-
tion of FQPA could also have con-
sequences in the public health area. 
FQPA’s passage was not just about re-
assessing old products, it was more 
about getting new, safer crop protec-
tion products on the market. FQPA’s 
passage was bipartisan & unanimous 
because Congress also wanted new 
products and a rational scientific proc-
ess. One such new product intended for 
use on cotton is currently under review 
by EPA. This new cotton insecticide, 
PIRATE, is extremely important to 
Mississippi cotton producers and we 
need full registration of this product 
before the growing season this year. 

Mr. President, EPA must implement 
FQPA properly. EPA should not make 
any final decisions on important pes-
ticide products until they have com-
pletely developed a clear and trans-

parent process for implementing the 
law and have evaluated the impacts of 
product loss. With that done—FQPA 
will meet the expectations of Congress. 

f 

NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I wish 
that I could say that Congress and the 
President of the United States are 
doing everything possible to protect 
the American people and preserve the 
values that we hold dear. But that is 
not the case. 

At this time, the United States is de-
fenseless against a ballistic missile at-
tack. Clearly, that is an unacceptable 
state of affairs. Recent events demand 
the United States move forward and 
deploy, as soon as technologically pos-
sible, an effective National Missile De-
fense (NMD) system which can defend 
U.S. territory against any limited bal-
listic missile attack, whether from an 
accidental, unauthorized, or deliberate 
launch. 

It is my sincere hope that President 
Clinton’s recent decision to request $6.6 
billion over 6 years for missile defense 
research in his budget reflects a new 
commitment to deploy the most exten-
sive, effective national missile defense 
system in the shortest amount of time. 
I am pleased the President finally un-
derstands the need for a missile defense 
system and hope he will continue that 
commitment. Any President sworn to 
protect our Nation must support the 
deployment of a system that would 
protect Americans from annihilation. 

We know that the threat of a missile 
attack is growing stronger as more 
emerging powers, such as North Korea 
and Iran are developing long-range bal-
listic missiles that could reach the 
United States. As recent events have 
shown, we cannot rely on the intel-
ligence estimates this administration 
has been using as a security blanket. 
Remember, our intelligence commu-
nity projected that Iran could not field 
its medium-range ballistic missile (the 
800–940 mile range Shahab-3) until 2003, 
but Iran flight-tested this system 6 
months ago. We were also surprised by 
North Korea’s test firing of a two-stage 
missile over Japan last August. It is 
simply not reasonable to assume that 
the United States will get 3 years’ ad-
vance warning, thus allowing 3 years to 
deploy a limited defense under the 
Clinton administration’s ‘‘3+3 deploy-
ment readiness program.’’ 

As the congressionally mandated bi-
partisan Rumsfeld commission noted, 
Iran has acquired and is seeking ad-
vanced missile components that can be 
combined to produce ballistic missiles 
with sufficient range to strike all the 
way to St. Paul, Minnesota. As the 
Senator from Minnesota, I must say 
that I take that threat to heart. In ad-
dition, North Korea is close to testing 
a new missile that will have sufficient 
range to strike the continental United 
States. When that occurs, the threat to 
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the United States could increase expo-
nentially, because North Korea has an-
nounced that it had and would con-
tinue to sell ballistic missiles and pro-
duction technology to any interested 
buyer. 

We live in a very dangerous world 
that is growing more and more vola-
tile—a world where rogue regimes and 
terrorist groups are developing and 
purchasing the means to attack our 
Nation. We have to make a choice. We 
can rely on leaders like Saddam Hus-
sein to show restraint, which seems un-
likely—or we can develop a national 
missile defense that will provide the 
United States with means to counter a 
ballistic missile attack. 

America can no longer afford to hide 
behind the outdated ABM Treaty. It 
does not offer any protection from the 
threats emerging at the end of this 
century. It was negotiated and ratified 
to address the cold war era when the 
Soviet Union was our major threat. At 
present, rogue states consider ballistic 
missiles valuable instruments to in-
timidate countries that are unable or 
unwilling to defend themselves. As a 
member of the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee who supports a strong 
leadership role for the United States in 
the global arena, I am concerned that 
the U.S. vulnerability to missile attack 
could undermine our Nation’s capacity 
to defend our national security inter-
ests abroad. For the sake of our Na-
tion’s security, I hope this administra-
tion will move forward to embrace the 
most effective national defense system 
possible. The future of our great nation 
literally depends on it. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ENZI). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, it is my 
understanding I have been given some 
10 minutes in morning business, but I 
am coming up against an 11 o’clock 
scheduled floor debate. If the manager 
of the bill is not on the floor, I would 
like to proceed with my 10 minutes in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DURBIN. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

f 

THE SURPLUS, SOCIAL SECURITY 
AND MEDICARE 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I just 
left a hearing of the Senate Budget 
Committee, and I thought it was ironic 
that we are now in a debate over the 
disposition of America’s surplus. I am 
sure the President will recall that 2 
years ago, almost to the day, we were 
here on the floor of the U.S. Senate 

where the chairman of the Senate Judi-
ciary Committee, Senator ORRIN HATCH 
of Utah, brought out virtually every 
budget report from the last 30 years 
that he believed to be in deficit, in red 
ink, and stacked them up. They were 
higher than the height of the Senator 
from Utah, and he is a tall man, mak-
ing the point that we had been em-
broiled in deficit spending for so long 
we had no recourse, nothing we could 
do, other than to amend the Constitu-
tion of the United States and to give 
the Federal courts the authority to 
force Congress to stop spending, to stop 
deficits, with the so-called balanced 
budget amendment. That amendment 
lost by 1 vote 2 years ago. It was the 
hottest item on the Senate calendar 2 
years ago. 

Today, we are deeply embroiled in a 
debate in the Senate Budget Com-
mittee on how to spend the surplus. We 
have turned the corner as a nation, and 
the President has come forward and 
said, ‘‘I think we should take this sur-
plus and use it in a sensible way for the 
future of America.’’ I hope we engage 
in debate here in the 106th Congress, 
House and Senate, Democrats and Re-
publicans, in a way to do that respon-
sibly. 

I think we should take the Presi-
dent’s advice that at least 62 percent or 
so of this surplus be dedicated to Social 
Security, to retire the debt in Social 
Security, to give it a longer life. But 
then we seem to break down after we 
kind of reach that agreement on 60 per-
cent or so of that surplus, and it is that 
breakdown I would like to address for 
just a few moments on the floor of the 
Senate this morning. 

One of the things that concerns me is 
that there are other programs in need 
of help, not just Social Security, not 
the least of which is Medicare. And 
after we have taken some 60 percent of 
the surplus and spent it to solidify So-
cial Security, the President is sug-
gesting we take some 15 percent of that 
surplus and invest that in Medicare, 
adding about 10 years to the Medicare 
Program. 

We have to do more. Just putting 
that money in may buy some time. We 
know the fundamentals of the program 
need to be addressed. And if I am not 
mistaken, this week, or soon, we will 
have a report from a bipartisan com-
mission on what to do with the future 
of Medicare. It won’t be easy, whatever 
it might be. 

But I am concerned that the Repub-
lican Party, in addressing this same 
surplus, does not speak to the need for 
more money into Medicare. Instead, 
what they are proposing is $776 billion 
in tax cuts. I cannot think of two more 
popular words for a politician to utter 
than ‘‘tax cuts.’’ People just sit up and 
listen. ‘‘Are you going to cut my taxes? 
I want to hear about it.’’ It is a very 
popular thing to say. 

But I hope we will step back for a 
moment and realize that a program 
like Medicare needs an infusion of cap-
ital to make sure it can survive. Gene 

Sperling, the economic advisor to the 
President, said the other day, in a bi-
partisan meeting, he is hoping the Re-
publican leadership will join us in not 
only dedicating surplus to Social Secu-
rity but also to Medicare because so 
many millions of Americans are de-
pendent on that. 

I might also say that I think there is 
need and room for some tax cuts after 
we have taken the surplus and put it 
into Social Security and Medicare, 
things we need to do. But I do not be-
lieve the tax cut which has been pro-
posed, at least initially, by the Repub-
lican Party is one that is fair, because, 
frankly, it is not progressive. Inasmuch 
as it is not progressive, this chart dem-
onstrates what happens. 

For the bottom 60 percent of wage 
earners in America, those making 
$38,000 a year or less, a 10-percent 
across-the-board tax cut means a sav-
ings of $99 a year, about $8.25 a 
month—hardly enough to pay the cable 
TV bill, let alone change a lifestyle— 
$99 in tax cuts for the bottom 60 per-
cent of wage earners in America. 

The same Republican tax cut, 
though, for the top 1 percent of wage 
earners, those making over $833,000 a 
year—over $833,000 a year—for them 
the Republican tax cut is worth $20,697. 
Ninety-nine dollars for 60 percent of 
America; for 1 percent of America, 
$20,000 in tax breaks. 

That offends me. And I think it is 
worthy of a debate. I think it is more 
sensible for us to focus tax breaks on 
working middle-income families—fami-
lies who are trying to pay for day care, 
families who are trying to save a few 
dollars for their kids’ college edu-
cation, families who are trying to get 
by. Keeping this kind of a tax break for 
the wealthiest of Americans may make 
them happy but I do not think it is 
good for this country. 

I think the single best thing for us to 
do with this surplus is to retire our 
public debt. The President’s proposal of 
focusing 62 percent of it in retiring the 
debt in Social Security and another 15 
percent into Medicare is eminently 
sensible. Before we take the money 
that could be used to save Medicare 
and give it away in tax cuts that really 
benefit the wealthiest of Americans, I 
hope we will stop and think twice and 
remember that only 2 years ago we 
heard passionate speeches on this floor 
that, without an amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States giv-
ing the Federal courts the authority to 
clamp down on Congress’ runaway 
spending, deficits would loom for gen-
erations to come. 

We have turned that corner. With the 
leadership of the administration, with 
the cooperation and leadership of a bi-
partisan Congress, we are here today 
discussing surpluses. Let us do it in a 
sensible way—retire the national debt, 
take that burden off future genera-
tions, put the money into Social Secu-
rity and Medicare, so that those pro-
grams will be sound for generations to 
come. 
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I yield back the remainder of my 

time. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS—S. 311 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senators 
INOUYE, KENNEDY and FEINGOLD be 
added as cosponsors to S. 311. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR—S. 258 
AND S. 312 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator FEIN-
GOLD be added as a cosponsor of S. 258 
and S. 312. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

f 

SOLDIERS’, SAILORS’, AIRMEN’S 
AND MARINES’ BILL OF RIGHTS 
ACT OF 1999 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of S. 4, which the 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 4) to improve pay and retirement 

equity for members of the Armed Forces, and 
for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. I first wish to inquire 

of our colleague if he felt he had ade-
quate time to conclude his remarks. If 
not, I think we could accommodate 
him. Could someone ask the Senator to 
return momentarily? 

Mr. LEVIN. If the Senator will yield, 
the Senator from Illinois did indicate 
to me he had completed. Thank you for 
your concern. 

Mr. WARNER. Thank you. 
Mr. President, we are ready to re-

sume. I see the Senator from Texas. 
Mrs. HUTCHISON. I think the Sen-

ator from Idaho has an amendment, 
after which I would like to be recog-
nized to talk about an amendment as 
well. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank the distin-
guished Senator. 

Mr. President, fortunately we have a 
flurry of activity on this bill. We have 
an amendment to be offered momen-
tarily by our distinguished colleague 
from Idaho. There are some 21 amend-
ments that have been made known to 
the managers, Mr. LEVIN and myself. 
And I am confident we can make some 
strong gains today on this bill. 

The leadership—and I presume in 
consultation with the Democratic lead-
er—desire a vote at the conclusion of 

our two luncheon caucuses today. So 
after further consultation with the 
leadership, I think they will direct me 
to seek from the Senate an under-
standing that we will vote at about 2:15 
on the amendment of the Senator from 
Idaho. 

Mr. President, before we proceed fur-
ther on the bill this morning, I would 
like to—each day as the bill is brought 
up, I am going to address what I call 
the overnight constructive criticism 
that is brought to bear on this piece of 
legislation. And I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in today’s RECORD 
an editorial from the Washington Post, 
dated Tuesday, February 23, 1999, enti-
tled ‘‘Bad Bill in the Senate.’’ 

There being no objection, the edi-
torial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 23, 1999] 
BAD BILL IN THE SENATE 

The Senate this week is scheduled to de-
bate a showy military pay and pension bill 
whose enactment many members realize 
would be a mistake but which no one in ei-
ther party seems prepared to oppose. The Re-
publican leadership ordered it split off from 
the rest of the defense authorization bill to 
make it the first substantive bill of the year. 

The goal is to demonstrate that Repub-
licans do indeed have a legislative agenda, 
and to take back from the president a de-
fense spending issue that Republicans regard 
as their own. He too proposed pay and pen-
sion increases in his budget. His were al-
ready more generous, particularly as to pen-
sions, than military personnel needs can jus-
tify. No matter; the bill, which most Demo-
crats as well as all Republicans on the 
Armed Services Committee supported, is 
more generous still. 

The services are having trouble with both 
recruitment and retention in a strong econ-
omy. The pay raises in the bill may well be 
justified in light of this, and help the serv-
ices compete. The pension proposals are the 
problem. They would undo a hard-won re-
form that Ronald Reagan joined in enacting 
in 1986, one purpose of which was to save 
money, another to improve retention. The 
system this bill would restore was dropped 
because it was thought to encourage experi-
enced people to leave the serve, not stay. 

The estimated cost when fully effective is 
in the neighborhood of $5 billion a year. The 
effect, if it happens, will be to squeeze other 
parts of the military budget that themselves 
are already tighter than they should be. The 
current uniformed chiefs, who support the 
step in part as a way of boosting morale, 
may not regret it, but their successors will. 

Last year the leaders of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee cautioned against a costly 
pension increase until the issue could be 
studied. Several major studies are soon to be 
completed, yet, for the flimsiest political 
reasons, the bill is being rushed to a vote 
without them. A hurry-up vote on an enor-
mously costly bill with little to back it up 
can’t possible be good politics. It surely isn’t 
good policy. It’s especially not good defense 
policy. A vote in favor will make the oppo-
site of the showing the leadership intends. 

Mr. WARNER. I will not take up too 
much time of the Senate here today, 
but I welcome constructive criticism, 
such as forwarded by this piece and 
others. And I am ready to meet it head 
on and reply and explain exactly what 
it is that this Senator intends to 
achieve through this bill. 

We are faced every day that we get 
up with fewer and fewer young men and 
women willing to sign on the dotted 
line and take up an initial career in the 
U.S. military, and it is very serious for 
all the services. Every day we wake up, 
fewer and fewer men and women who 
have been in the services, who have re-
ceived—in many instances, pilots the 
most notable—an extraordinary tax-
payer investment in their training, are 
not seeking the opportunity to remain 
in the services. We have to address 
these two ‘‘hemorrhaging’’ problems. 
That is the purpose for driving this bill 
through. 

I am confident when we emerge in 
conclusion of this bill, and we come to 
the final passage, we will probably 
have a better shaped instrument than 
is before the Senate at this time, but 
that shaping has to take place on this 
floor with constructive criticism such 
as the editorial sets forth. 

This bill was driven by the testimony 
of the Chairman and the members of 
the Joint Chiefs in September and 
again in January. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD statements of 
the Chairman and Members of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

RETIREMENT 
GEN. HENRY H. SHELTON, USA, CHAIRMAN OF 

THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
September 29, 1998 

First, we need to fix the so-called REDUX 
retirement system and return the bulk of 
our forces to a program that covers our most 
senior members—that is, a retirement sys-
tem that provides 50 percent of average base 
pay upon completion of 20 years of service. 

If we fail to address these critical per-
sonnel issues, we will put at risk one of our 
greatest achievements for the last quarter 
century, the all volunteer force. 

It is the quality of the men and women 
who serve that sets the U.S. military apart 
from all potential adversaries. These tal-
ented people are the ones who won the Cold 
War and insured our victory in Desert 
Storm. These dedicated professionals make 
it possible for the United States to accom-
plish the many missions we are called on to 
perform around the world every single day. 

I assure you, Mr. Chairman, that the 
troops and their families appreciate this 
very much. But as I have noted that alone 
will not be enough. As we develop the Fiscal 
Year 2000 budget proposal, we will take a 
hard look on what must be done on core 
compensation issues such as pay and retire-
ment to maintain the quality of the people 
in the military. No task is more important 
in my view. 

January 5, 1999 
The ideal here would be the full retirement 

system. However the triad that we referred 
to we consider to be very important, and the 
reason in our recommendation initially was 
to go with the 50 percent retirement with the 
COLA, the CPI minus 1 percent retirement 
with a 2 percent floor, was because the full 
retirement was a very expensive system to 
restore and we wanted to make sure that we, 
in fact, could have money to apply to pay re-
form because we think that is very impor-
tant too, that we reward performance vice 
just longevity and put it in those mid-grades 
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in the enlisted force as well as the officer 
force where we have got retention challenges 
today in addition the standard across the 
board raise of 3.6 in ’99 and 4.4 percent in ’00. 

Chairman, this Congress has already taken 
an important step in this process by sup-
porting the 3.6 percent pay adjustment for 
the military in 1999, preventing the pay gap 
from growing any wider still. And as the 
President has pledged support for a 4.4 per-
cent pay raise in the Fiscal Year 2000 budget 
and for adjustments in subsequent years at 
the ECI rate, this will at least prevent a wid-
ening of the gap. 

Senator Kempthorne, there was no specific 
agreement on that particular issue because, 
as we pointed out during the session with the 
President, there is a number of ways that 
this issue can be addressed. We are currently 
looking at various options and what the cost 
of this would be, not just for a single year, 
for ’00, for example, but across the FYDP. So 
we had not reached that level of specificity 
when we met with the President. That is cur-
rently being worked within the Department 
of Defense. 

Senator KEMPTHORNE. Do you feel you will 
see efforts in that direction with the Fiscal 
Year 2000 budget? 

General SHELTON. The President’s instruc-
tions to us were to come back to him and 
work with OMB. That certainly, as you have 
heard this morning, is high on our agenda, to 
make sure that we apply some of the re-
sources to those two issues, pay and retire-
ment. 

STATEMENT BY DENNIS J. REIMER, CHIEF OF 
STAFF, U.S. ARMY 
January 5, 1999 

I would also say, Mr. Chairman and mem-
bers of the committee, that the soldiers are 
very excited about the pay and compensation 
package. I would urge your immediate and 
prompt support of the total package. 

Soldiers are concerned about what they 
read about the pay gap. Whether it is 8.5 or 
13.5 percent, they know that there is a pay 
gap out there. They are concerned about a 
retirement system that is coming into being 
where we promised them 40 percent of take- 
home pay, but they are finding out that 40 
percent of their take-home pay does not 
equal 40 percent of their base pay. 

There is no set solution, and I do not think 
pay and retirement benefits alone is going to 
solve our problem, but it is vital that we 
send that message out there to those soldiers 
that we really care about them. But it is 
more about making them feel good about the 
contributions they have made. It is more 
about making them feel like they are doing 
the things they joined the army to do. 
STATEMENT OF ADMIRAL JAY L. JOHNSON, U.S. 

NAVY, CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS 
September 29, 1998 

I would offer the following waterfront per-
spective having just returned from the Pa-
cific Northwest. First of all, the resilience 
and esprit of our men and women is probably 
no surprise to you, but it is most gratifying 
to me. But they, indeed, have very serious 
concerns. They are working harder with no 
end in sight. They are underpaid relative to 
what is available to them on the outside. 
They believe the REDUX retirement system, 
as you have heard, is broken, and they are, 
frankly, tired of being asked to do more with 
less. These things are on their minds as they 
make career decisions. 

In summary, my number one short-term 
concern is taking care of our people, pay, re-
tirement, OPTEMPO, stability at home, and 
my number one long-term concern is build-
ing enough ships and enough aircraft to re-
capitalize the force we know we need. 

January 5, 1999 
I fully support Sec Cohen’s initiative call-

ing for a 4.4% across the board pay raise, pay 

table reform, and restoration of the 50% re-
tirement package. This triad of initiatives is 
absolutely essential in FY00 if we are to re-
verse the negative trends in recruiting and 
retention. 

I must reiterate a final point: I ask that 
you support Sec Cohen’s triad of pay and re-
tirement initiatives as the most critical of 
our needs with this FY00 budget. 

GENERAL REIMER 

January 5, 1999 

There is no set solution, and I do not think 
pay and retirement benefits alone is going to 
solve our problem, but it is vital that we 
send that message out there to those soldiers 
that we really care about them. But it is 
more about making them feel good about the 
contributions they have made. It is more 
about making them feel like they are doing 
the things they joined the army to do. 

STATEMENT OF GEN. CHARLES C. KRULAK, COM-
MANDANT OF THE MARINE CORPS, U.S. MARINE 
CORPS 

January 5, 1999 

Our unit commanders routinely cite dis-
satisfaction with the 40 percent retirement 
pension at 20 years of service (called 
REDUX) as one of the foremost reasons for 
separations prior to retirement eligibility. 
Originally intended to keep our military per-
sonnel in for longer periods of time, it has 
had the exact opposite effect. Marines who 
entered the service after 1986 are, 12 yrs 
later, just beginning to understand the im-
portance of their future retirement. They 
note the disparity between their pension 
benefit and the 50 percent, ‘‘traditional’’ pen-
sion at 20 yrs afforded to their predecessors, 
and they wonder why their service is consid-
ered less significant. They are asking them-
selves whether 40 percent of basic pay at the 
earliest retirement date is adequate com-
pensation for the level of sacrifice our Na-
tion demands from them and their families. 
Their answer is not to stay in longer, as was 
the goal of REDUX, their answer is to get 
out. Their answer is not to make the services 
a career. The commanders’ assessments indi-
cate that Redux considerably reduced entice-
ments for having a military career and will 
increasingly become a deciding factor re-
garding continued service. The negative im-
pact on retention, in turn, will degrade the 
stability and quality of our officer and non- 
commissioned officer force. Readiness will 
eventually suffer as more experienced per-
sonnel leave for the civilian job market and 
are replaced by less experienced, and in some 
cases less qualified, Marines. 

By restoring the traditional retirement 
plan, preserving benefit services, pursuing 
the reduction of the civilian-military pay 
gap, and enhancing their quality of life 
through appropriate equipment and infra-
structure repair and replacement, we can 
demonstrate a clear and genuine apprecia-
tion for the selfless service provided by our 
Marines and their families. Your support for 
this goal was evident in the 3.6% pay in-
crease for 1999. As we continue in our quest 
to further close the civilian-military pay gap 
and reduce this critical readiness challenge, 
we need your continued support for the 
planned 4.4% pay raise in 2000 and the pro-
posed replacement of the Redux retirement 
plan. 

STATEMENT OF GEN. MICHAEL E. RYAN, CHIEF 
OF STAFF, USAF 

January 5, 1999 

For the Air Force to continue attracting 
and retaining quality people, we must be 
competitive with contemporary labor mar-
kets. Restoring the retirement system as a 
retention incentive is our top priority. 

ADMIRAL JOHNSON 

January 5, 1999 

Pay and retirement benefits rank among 
our Sailors’ top dissatisfiers. We must be 
able to offer our Sailors a quality of life that 
is competitive with their civilian counter-
parts. The Congressionally approved pay in-
crease of 3.6%, which took effect Jan 1, 1999, 
was greatly appreciated. However, the pay 
gap that exists and the reduced retirement 
package for those who joined the Navy after 
August 1986 continue to hamper our recruit-
ing and retention efforts. 

I fully support Sec. Cohen’s initiative call-
ing for a 4.4% across the board pay raise, pay 
table reform, and restoration of the 50% re-
tirement package. This triad of initiatives is 
absolutely essential in FY00 if we are to re-
verse the negative trends in recruiting and 
retention. 

I must reiterate a final point: I ask that 
you support Sec. Cohen’s triad of pay and re-
tirement initiatives as the most critical of 
our needs with this FY00 budget. 

In summary, my number one short-term 
concern is taking care of our people, pay, re-
tirement, OPTEMPO, stability at home, and 
my number one long-term concern is build-
ing enough ships and enough aircraft to re-
capitalize the force we know we need. 

GENERAL KRULAK 

January 5, 1999 

By restoring the traditional retirement 
plan, preserving benefit services, pursuing 
the reduction of the civilian-military pay 
gap, and enhancing their quality of life 
through appropriate equipment and infra-
structure repair and replacement, we can 
demonstrate a clear and genuine apprecia-
tion for the selfless service provided by our 
Marines and their families. Your support for 
this goal was evident in the 3.6% pay in-
crease for 1999. As we continue in our quest 
to further close the civilian-military pay gap 
and reduce this critical readiness challenge, 
we need your continued support for the 
planned 4.4% pay raise in 2000 and the pro-
posed replacement of the Redux retirement 
plan. 

PAY 

GEN. HENRY H. SHELTON 

September 29, 1998 

In our recent efforts to balance these im-
portant and competing requirements, we 
have allowed the pay of our soldiers, sailors, 
airmen, and marines to fall well behind that 
of the civilian counterparts. 

One can argue about how large the pay gap 
is depending on the base year selected, but 
the estimates range from 8.5 percent to 13.5 
percent, and very few deny that the gap is 
real. 

If we fail to address these critical per-
sonnel issues, we will put at risk one of our 
greatest achievements for the last quarter 
century, the all volunteer force. 

It is the quality of the men and women 
who serve that sets the U.S. military apart 
from all potential adversaries. These tal-
ented people are the ones who won the Cold 
War and insured our victory in Desert 
Storm. These dedicated professionals make 
it possible for the United States to accom-
plish the many missions we are called on to 
perform around the world every single day. 

We must begin to close the substantial gap 
between what we pay our men and women in 
uniform and what their civilian counterparts 
with similar skills, training and education 
are earning. 

I assure you, Mr. Chairman, that the 
troops and their families appreciate this 
very much. But as I have noted, that alone 
will not be enough. As we develop the Fiscal 
Year 2000 budget proposal, we will take a 
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hard look on what must be done on core 
compensation issues such as pay and retire-
ment to maintain the quality of the people 
in the military. No task is more important 
in my view. 

And, as I said earlier, there are various es-
timates about the magnitude of the pay gap 
and there are several time lines that could 
be considered for closing that gap. But we 
must act soon to send a clear signal to the 
backbone of our officers, that their leader-
ship and this Congress recognize the value of 
their service and their sacrifices, and that 
we have not lost sight of our commitment to 
the success of the all volunteer force. 

III. PERSONNEL 
GEN. HENRY H. SHELTON 

September 29, 1998 
We already see troubling signs that we are 

not on the path to success in that effort. Our 
retention rates are falling, particularly in 
some of our most critical skills, like avia-
tion and electronics, the very skills that are 
in demand in our vibrant economy. And we 
are having to work harder to attract the mo-
tivated, well-educated young people we need 
to operate our increasingly complex systems. 

So, Mr. Chairman, my recommendation is 
to apply additional funding to two very real, 
very pressing concerns. First, we need to fix 
the so-called REDUX retirement system and 
return the bulk of our force to the program 
that covers our more senior members—that 
is, a retirement program that provides 50 
percent of average base pay upon completion 
of twenty years of service. Second, we must 
begin to close the substantial gap between 
what we pay our men and women in uniform 
and what their civilian counterparts with 
similar skills, training, and education are 
earning. 

The President has pledged support for a 4.4 
percent pay raise in the Fiscal Year 2000 
budget and for adjustments in subsequent 
years at the ECI rate to at least prevent fur-
ther widening of the pay gap. 

GEN. DENNIS J. REIMER 
September 29, 1998 

Personnel shortfalls were having an ad-
verse impact on current readiness, and these 
concerns were clearly reflected in their Unit 
Status Reports (USRs). 

The net effect of the drawdown and change 
process has been too few soldiers to fill too 
many requirements. That left us with too 
many undermanned and unmanned squads 
and crews, and shortages in officer and non-
commissioned officer positions. 

Today, funding concerns have replaced 
manning as the number one issue for com-
manders. 

QUALITY OF LIFE 
One can argue about how large the pay gap 

is depending on the base-year selected, but 
the estimates range from 8.5 percent to 13.5 
percent. Few deny that the gap is real. 

Another key factor seriously affecting our 
force today is the different retirement sys-
tem for the most junior two-thirds of the 
force. In 1986, Congress changed the Armed 
Forces retirement system to one that is in-
creasingly perceived by our military mem-
bers as simply not good enough to justify 
making a career of military service. 

GEN. DENNIS J. REIMER 
September 29, 1998 

As operations continue apace, the cost of 
maintaining excess capacity and inefficient 
business practices can only be supported at 
the expense of readiness and quality of life. 

Over the past few years, commanders have 
resourced BASOPS and RPM at the absolute 
minimum in order to protect training. 

ADM. JAY L. JOHNSON 
September 29, 1998 

The quality of life of our Sailors is the 
issue that concerns me above all others. Our 

ability to attract and retain an all-volunteer 
force is increasingly being tasted in the face 
of the strong national economy. 

If we do not reduce the workload and pro-
vide Sailors with pay and benefits competi-
tive with their civilian counterparts, they 
will leave the Service. 

The very nature of our operation—forward 
deployed with a high OPTEMPO—is also tak-
ing a toll on our people. The frustrations our 
Sailors are experiencing is related to the in-
creasing amount of time they are spending 
at sea while deployed and at work while non- 
deployed. 

GEN. MICHAEL E. RYAN 
September 29, 1998 

We are especially interested in restoring 
the retirement system as a retention incen-
tive. At the same time, we need to keep pace 
with inflation and close the gap between the 
military and private sector wages. Pay and 
retirement are not the only reasons of con-
cern. 

GEN. CHARLES C. KRULAK 
September 29, 1998 

Our austere military construction program 
also remains seriously underfunded, allowing 
us to focus only on meeting our most imme-
diate readiness needs, complying with safety 
and environmental standards, and maintain-
ing our commitment to bachelor quarters 
construction. 

At current funding levels, our plant re-
placement cycle exceeds 190 years, compared 
with an industry standard of 50 years! Our 
goal is to replace our physical plant every 
100 years be investing one percent of the 
plant value in new construction. Attainment 
of this goal would require an additional $75 
million one year by investing one percent of 
the plant value in new construction. Attain-
ment of this goal would require an additional 
$75 each year across the FYDP. If we at-
tempted to achieve the industry standard, it 
would require an additional $275 million per 
year. We have a family housing deficit of 
10,000 units which is not corrected under the 
current FYDP, and there are 12,000 houses 
which require revitalization. The Depart-
ment of Defense goal is to eliminate all sub-
standard housing by FY10. At current fund-
ing levels, we will not attain that goal until 
FY15. Essential rehabilitation as required by 
Department of Defense guidance would ne-
cessitate an additional $940 million. 

Mr. WARNER. This committee has 
done a conscientious effort to react to 
the specific directions given to us by 
the senior military officers of the 
Army, the Navy, the Air Force, and the 
Marine Corps. 

I thank the indulgence of the Chair, 
and I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Idaho. 

AMENDMENT NO. 9 
(Purpose: To repeal the reduction in military 

retired pay for civilian employees of the 
Federal Government) 
Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and I ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Idaho [Mr. CRAPO] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 9. 

Mr. CRAPO. I ask unanimous consent 
the reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 39, between lines 8 and 9, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 204. REPEAL OF REDUCTION IN RETIRED 

PAY FOR CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES. 

(a) REPEAL.—(1) Section 5532 of title 5, 
United States Code, is repealed. 

(2) The chapter analysis at the beginning 
of chapter 55 of such title is amended by 
striking out the item relating to section 
5532. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
the first day of the first month that begins 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, this 
amendment is cosponsored by Senator 
LOTT. It is an amendment that will re-
peal the current statute that reduces 
retirement payment for regular offi-
cers of the uniformed service who 
choose to work for the Federal Govern-
ment. The uniformed services include 
the Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine 
Corps, the Public Health Service, and 
the National Oceanographic and At-
mospheric Agency. 

If a retired officer from the uni-
formed services comes to work for the 
Senate, his or her retirement pay is re-
duced by about 50 percent, after the 
first $8,000, to offset for payments from 
the Senate. 

The retired officer can request a 
waiver but the executive, legislative 
and judicial branches of government 
handle the waiver process differently 
on a case by case basis. 

The dual compensation limitation is 
also discriminatory in that regular of-
ficers are covered by reservists and en-
listed personnel are not covered by the 
limitation. 

My amendment should be scored at 
zero because no additional discre-
tionary funds are required to imple-
ment the change and the uniformed 
services retirement system is fully 
funded to pay retirees their full retire-
ment benefit that they have earned. 

In fact, because of this law, many of 
them are discouraged from seeking em-
ployment from the federal government. 
I have been unable to find one good 
reason to explain why we should want 
our law to discourage retired members 
of the uniformed services from seeking 
full time employment with the federal 
government. It deprives them of an im-
portant opportunity for employment 
and it deprives our government from 
their able expertise and service. 

This amendment would fix this in-
equity, and give retired officers equal 
pay for equal work from the federal 
government and it would give the fed-
eral government access to a workforce 
that currently avoids employment with 
the federal government. 

I hope this amendment will be ac-
cepted by all involved. I yield back my 
time. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I 
could just say a word about the amend-
ment pending from the distinguished 
Senator from Idaho. I am prepared to 
support that amendment. It is long 
overdue, and I think it just removes 
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another one of the inequities that, re-
grettably, from time to time through-
out history come up through our sys-
tem. Those men and women who serve 
in the active forces for great periods of 
time should not be penalized when a 
Reserve officer or a Guard officer or 
others, don’t have a comparable situa-
tion. So I commend the Senator. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I wanted 
to briefly explain my reasons for oppos-
ing this amendment to S. 4, the Sol-
diers’, Sailors’, Airmen’s and Marines’ 
Bill of Rights. This amendment may 
look alright on the surface, but it falls 
apart when it is closely examined. Ap-
parently, no one has estimated how 
much this amendment would cost if it 
became law, and no one knows how we 
would fund the changes that this 
amendment would require in the pen-
sion system. I cannot in good con-
science support a measure when we 
have not considered that basic infor-
mation. 

I fully support the goals of this bill 
and this amendment. I think that our 
men and women in uniform deserve 
good pay and benefits, but we must be 
responsible when we take these sorts of 
actions. Our uniformed personnel 
would be the first to tell us that. There 
have been no hearings on this amend-
ment or this bill, and there is no evi-
dence that this change in pension pol-
icy for military retirees will improve 
retention. 

I want to focus on the issue of how 
we would pay for this amendment. It 
seems to me that a vote for this 
amendment is a vote to cut military 
procurement, research and develop-
ment, military construction, or some 
other item in the defense budget. If it 
is not a vote to cut the defense budget, 
a vote for this amendment would have 
us dip into the surplus to cover the full 
pensions of military retirees. I would 
prefer to see the surplus go towards en-
suring the long-term solvency of Social 
Security. Perhaps, though, the drafters 
of this amendment do not intend to 
find offsets in the defense budget or use 
the surplus. In that case, the only 
thing left to do to fund this amend-
ment is to go into domestic spending. I 
would most certainly be opposed to 
that course of action. In short, none of 
the three possible options for funding 
this amendment appeals to me, and 
that is why I opposed it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Texas. 

MILITARY HEALTH CARE 
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 

am going to offer an amendment later 
today which I hope can become a part 
of the bill and will be acceptable to the 
managers. I have been trying to work 
with everyone who is concerned about 
the military health care issue, and I 
look forward to having it be a part of 
this bill. 

Today, I, along with one of my co-
sponsors, Senator EDWARDS from North 
Carolina, will talk about what is in 
this very important amendment. Both 

Senator HAGEL and Senator HELMS are 
also cosponsors of this amendment. 

I have just finished touring every sin-
gle base in Texas—Army, Navy, Air 
Force—and I have talked to young en-
listed people, young noncommissioned 
officers, recruits. I went to Lackland 
and I talked to people who are in their 
first month in the Air Force. I talked 
to these young people, as well as people 
all the way up and down the line, about 
their concerns. Of course, we know 
that we are having the biggest reten-
tion problem that we have had in the 
military for a long time. In fact, for 
every pilot we keep in the Air Force, 
we lose two. We are also looking at 
tough recruiting. 

We are looking for ways to say to our 
military personnel, we want you to 
come and be a part of our armed serv-
ices because we are proud of the job 
that our armed services do; and we are 
saying to the experienced people in our 
military, we want you to stay because 
we need our experienced pilots and sail-
ors and those who are on the ground. 
We need every one of you to stay in. 

I talked about why they aren’t stay-
ing in. First and foremost is pay. We 
are addressing that in the military bill 
of rights. Second to pay is health care. 
Health care is part of the package that 
we promised to our military personnel. 
It is part of the package that we say we 
are going to give to the military, to 
their families and to retirees. We say 
we will provide for your health care 
now and we will provide for it when 
you retire. That is part of the incentive 
for signing up for the military. 

I became very concerned and started 
looking at the different military 
health care options. It differs around 
the country. TRICARE, which has been 
adopted by much of the military, is the 
system that really needs fixing. 
TRICARE says to community doctors, 
we will reimburse you to serve our 
military personnel. In fact, we have cut 
back on military health care facilities 
in the Base Closing Commission. There 
are fewer health care facilities, so we 
reached out into the community. 

The problem is the bureaucracy. Get-
ting a claim is causing the doctors to 
say, ‘‘I don’t need this, I can’t deal 
with it. It is much worse than Medicare 
or any other government program with 
which we have worked.’’ Doctors are 
saying, ‘‘I’m not going to serve our 
military personnel.’’ 

If you are in the town of Abilene and 
you can’t get a pediatrician for the 
children of the military personnel, this 
is a problem. 

I, along with Senators EDWARDS, 
HAGEL and HELMS, have introduced a 
bill called the Military Health Care Im-
provement Act of 1999. This is the 
amendment that we are offering today. 
Basically, what the amendment does is 
require that benefits be portable across 
the regions established in the current 
system so that once you have a 
TRICARE coverage and you move— 
which we know our military personnel 
do every 2 or 3 years—you will be able 

to keep that coverage as you cross re-
gions. That will make it much easier 
for our personnel to know exactly the 
kind of care they are getting. We would 
ensure that military coverage is com-
parable to the average coverage avail-
able to civilian Government employ-
ees, many of whom work side by side 
with our military personnel. We think 
it should be comparable. 

Third, we minimize the bureaucratic 
red tape and streamline the claims 
processing. This is one of the big prob-
lems. It will not cost money to fix—and 
probably will save money. If we could 
streamline the claims processing, it 
will be easier for the Department of 
Defense, and certainly easier for the 
person who is getting this health care. 
It would increase reimbursement levels 
to attract and retain qualified health 
care providers. Now, this is an option 
with the Department of Defense, where 
they need to be able to increase the 
coverage. It would allow the Depart-
ment of Defense to say, all right, as an 
incentive to get this coverage for our 
personnel in this area, we will increase 
the reimbursement levels. 

Fifth, it would increase the revenues 
to military treatment facilities by per-
mitting reimbursement at Medicare 
rates from third party payers. Now, 
this is something that will be very im-
portant to our military hospitals, 
where they can get reimbursed at the 
Medicare level, or they can be reim-
bursed by Medicare through sub-
vention. We want them to be able to do 
that. That will, in fact, help our De-
partment of Defense get the same level 
of reimbursement into the military 
hospitals that anyone going to a civil-
ian hospital would be entitled to. 

So we are very hopeful that this 
amendment will just be accepted by 
the sponsors of the bill, because you 
can’t have a military bill of rights that 
says we are going to deal with the big-
gest issues of recruiting and retention 
that we have in the military without 
addressing health care. 

I want to commend the chairman and 
the distinguished ranking member of 
the Armed Services Committee for get-
ting this bill up and out as the very 
first piece of major legislation we are 
going to pass in this session. They are 
increasing the pay, and that is the key 
issue for most people in our military. 
And they are bringing the pension up 
to the 50-percent level. I applaud them 
for that. 

I want to add a third element of the 
problems that our military are facing, 
and that is quality health care. We 
have more military families than we 
have ever had in the military before. 
Back in the old days, many of our peo-
ple in the military, the personnel, were 
single. That is not the case today. Now 
most of them are married and most of 
them have families. So we must deal 
with that reality and make the mili-
tary family-friendly if we are going to 
keep the good people of our country 
who want to be married and have fami-
lies, which is the normal thing that we 
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would like for people to have the op-
tion to do. 

So that is the crux of our amend-
ment. I think it is a good amendment. 
I believe the Department of Defense 
will have a lot of latitude to work with 
this issue. But it must be addressed. 
We cannot have shoddy health care 
coverage that differs in different re-
gions of the country, depending on 
what the military health care facilities 
are. If you don’t have a military hos-
pital in a city that has a military base, 
you have to provide for that health 
care. We want it to be good quality 
health care. 

I will never forget when I was over in 
Saudi Arabia visiting an Air Force base 
with our personnel. We were talking to 
these fliers and asked, ‘‘What is your 
biggest problem?’’ One flier said, ‘‘Sen-
ator, my biggest problem is that I 
called home yesterday and my wife was 
in tears because we have a sick baby 
and not a doctor in the city will serve 
our baby. That is the biggest problem I 
have.’’ And I said, ‘‘Wait a minute, 
that is a problem we can fix.’’ 

That is what the amendment that I 
and Senator EDWARDS and Senator 
HAGEL and Senator HELMS are offering 
today. We don’t want one pilot in our 
military in Saudi Arabia or in Turkey 
or in Bosnia or in Italy or anywhere 
else to tell us that their biggest prob-
lem is that they called home last night 
and their wife is in tears with a sick 
baby who cannot get a pediatrician to 
see that baby. 

So that is what our amendment will 
do. I appreciate the distinguished 
chairman of the committee allowing 
me to talk about this amendment. I 
really hope that he is going to accept 
this amendment because this could be 
the third part of the improvement that 
he is seeking, by increasing the pay, by 
increasing the pensions, and health 
care. I hope that we can do this so that 
we can say truthfully to everyone that 
comes into a recruiting office that we 
are going to give you the health care, 
the pay, and the pension that will 
make this a great job, because we want 
you to serve our country and protect 
our freedom. 

Thank you. 
Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia is recognized. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I wish 

to commend our colleague from Texas. 
I express once again the regret of the 
Armed Services Committee that we 
could not keep her on that committee. 
We knew the demands of Texas were 
perhaps matched by the Appropriations 
Committee, where she also has the op-
portunity to work with the Defense 
Subcommittee on Appropriations so 
that she is still very much involved in 
defense issues. 

This, I hope, is an amendment that 
we can accept. We will be working with 
the Senator from Texas throughout 
perhaps today and tomorrow. But she 
is absolutely right. My constituents, as 
I travel among the bases, bring this to 

my attention wherever I go. I commend 
the Senator for her leadership. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I thank the chair-
man. If the Senator will make me an 
honorary member of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, I will be there in a 
flash. 

Mr. WARNER. The Senator can come 
back tomorrow. We want to hear from 
our colleague who is going to address 
this bill. 

Are we agreeable on the vote at 2:15? 
Mr. LEVIN. I haven’t seen that yet. 

If you will withhold on that. 
PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Larry Slade, a 
fellow in Senator MCCAIN’s office, be 
allowed access to the Chamber during 
the discussion of S. 4. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. First, relative to the 
amendment of the Senators from Texas 
and North Carolina, we understand 
that both of them have joined together 
in that amendment. We are very sup-
portive of that effort. We think it is an 
important effort. Health care for them-
selves and mainly for their families is 
the number one concern of our uni-
formed military. This amendment 
would be very, very helpful. 

I want to commend both Senator 
HUTCHISON and Senator EDWARDS for 
this amendment. I look forward to ac-
cepting this amendment. More impor-
tant, I think the uniformed military 
and their families look forward to this 
improvement. I commend both of 
them. After Senator EDWARDS is recog-
nized next, when we then go back to 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Idaho, I will have a question to ask of 
him. 

I yield the floor at this time. 
Mr. EDWARDS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
North Carolina, Mr. EDWARDS. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleagues, Senator WARNER and 
Senator LEVIN for their comments. I 
rise today in support of Senator 
HUTCHISON’s amendment. I think it is 
critically important that we set mini-
mal standards for TRICARE, which 
provides health insurance care for all 
of our military personnel, their depend-
ents, and retirees. 

There are currently 6.6 million people 
who are enrolled in TRICARE and 
350,000 who are located in North Caro-
lina. So I want to talk briefly about 
why this amendment is critical not 
only to the country, but also to the 
people of North Carolina. 

Comdr. Ronald Smith, who is in the 
Greensboro-High Point area of North 
Carolina, has warned me about the ex-
periences of his soldiers with 
TRICARE. In all of Guilford County, 
which is actually one of the largest 
counties in the State of North Carolina 

in terms of population, not a single pri-
mary care manager is willing to see his 
soldiers or their dependents. The near-
est TRICARE hospital available is 
Womack Army Hospital, which is al-
most a 2-hour drive away. 

Just last week, one of his active duty 
female soldiers drove to another coun-
ty to see one of the only two primary 
care providers available in that area, 
only to find that they would not let her 
leave without paying a copayment, 
even as an active duty member of the 
military. 

Commander Smith tells me that 
local pharmacists are unwilling to fill 
military personnel prescriptions with-
out up-front payment because they 
have had trouble getting reimbursed by 
TRICARE. Consequently, one second- 
class petty officer who recently came 
down with a bad case of the flu 4 days 
before payday was forced to take a no- 
interest loan in order to pay the pre-
scriptions to treat her condition. An-
other active duty soldier held off on 
getting her blood pressure medication 
prescription refilled—she went without 
the medication for a week—because she 
couldn’t afford the out-of-pocket ex-
pense for the medication. 

All of this happens because local pri-
vate physicians and pharmacist are un-
willing to contract with TRICARE due 
to the lengthy waiting period for reim-
bursement and because reimbursement 
rates often fall below those allowed 
even by Medicare. 

Recently in Onslow County, NC, the 
Onslow Hospital Authority voted 
unanimously to terminate the contract 
with TRICARE when it expires on May 
1 and to renegotiate a new one. Onslow 
Memorial Hospital is currently owed 
more than $2 million in back claims 
from TRICARE. 

Sgt. John Williams of Fayetteville, 
NC, recently wrote to me with his ex-
perience. His family is enrolled in 
TRICARE Prime. His daughter received 
a dermatologist consult in November 
from Womack Army Hospital. How-
ever, her appointments with the physi-
cian were canceled by the doctor’s of-
fice three times, the last time with the 
explanation that the doctor had quit. 
In order to get an appointment with 
the new dermatologist, the girl had to 
go back through Womack. Sergeant 
Williams was told that if he chose to 
take her to a specialist at Duke of his 
own choice, TRICARE wouldn’t pay 
and that a $300 charge would have to 
come out of his own packet. 

Sabrina Williams had been waiting 81 
days, at the time of Sergeant Williams’ 
letter in January, to be seen by a der-
matologist. In the meantime, the rash 
she was complaining of initially has 
spread over her entire body. She now 
has a second appointment with the der-
matologist on March 1. Her first refer-
ral was on November 6 of last year. 

As Senator HUTCHISON recognizes and 
as I recognize, we have to do better. Of 
course, I share everyone’s concern 
about the cost of implementing this 
program. Indeed, I am concerned about 
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the cost of the whole bill. But after 
this TRICARE amendment, we have 
drafted a provision for assessing the 
cost of implementation within 6 
months of enactment, and I am con-
fident it will not cost much. We are 
aiming for increased efficiency with 
this, not increased costs. 

I believe that the TRICARE system 
can be made to work if we work to 
make it better. This amendment takes 
the initial steps to addressing some of 
the main problems that are widely rec-
ognized by all of those participating in 
TRICARE. 

Our service men and women deserve 
reliable, quality health care. We must 
show them that we value their commit-
ment to our country by following 
through on our commitment to provide 
this fundamental benefit. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
measure. The TRICARE system has se-
rious problems that need to be fixed. 
So I am proud to cosponsor Senator 
HUTCHISON’s amendment. 

Thank you. I yield the remainder of 
my time. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, we 
thank the Senators. Subject to concur-
rence by the distinguished ranking 
member and others, I hope we can ar-
rive at a vote on this amendment this 
afternoon, with an opportunity pre-
ceding that vote with the sponsors to 
once again address it. I understand an-
other Senator has indicated his desire 
to speak to this amendment. 

So I hope we can put this up as a 
package and have it addressed by the 
Senate in the form of a vote this after-
noon. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, if 
the Senator will yield, I would like to 
first say how much I appreciate Sen-
ator EDWARDS working with me on this 
amendment. This is a very important 
issue in North Carolina. He certainly 
understands it. I appreciate his state-
ments. 

I ask the chairman if we can have 
about 15 or 20 minutes in closing before 
we go to a vote once this is acceptable. 
Then we could hear from Senator 
HAGEL as well as Senator EDWARDS. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, that 
could be done. I would like to conclude 
the discussion on this amendment be-
cause we wish to go into recess at 12 
o’clock and there are several other 
Senators desiring to be recognized. I 
thank the Senator from Texas. 

At this time, Mr. President, I think 
it is in order—we have revised it. While 
we are waiting for that, it is my under-
standing Senator LEVIN has some ques-
tions for the Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, if my 
good friend from Virginia will yield on 
this unanimous consent proposal which 
he is about to propound, I understand 
it is going to be revised. 

Mr. WARNER. That is correct. 
Mr. LEVIN. It has to be further 

amended, because we want to make 
sure that in the event there is a point 
of order—we don’t know whether there 
will be one or not—but in the event 

there is a point of order, that a motion 
to waive that point of order would be 
debatable. I don’t know that there will. 
But the Budget Committee folks are 
now apparently in a hearing. We can’t 
get an answer from them as to whether 
or not there is an interest in making a 
point of order, assuming one lies. And 
I am not sure we even know yet wheth-
er or not a point of order lies. But we 
want to protect the rights of those 
Members. 

So in order to do that, we have to 
protect the rights of anyone to make a 
point of order and to debate a motion 
to waive that point of order. That is 
being written. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I assure 
my colleague that this is now being 
redrawn. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, it needs 
to be redrawn further in order to pro-
tect the point of order and motion to 
debate. 

Mr. WARNER. We will put that aside. 
Mr. LEVIN. We can just add it. Per-

haps, while we are waiting for that, I 
can ask our friend from Idaho a ques-
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chair. 
AMENDMENT NO. 9 

Mr. LEVIN. I generally support the 
thrust of the Senator’s amendment. 
But I also want to make sure that it 
accomplishes its goal in the Congress 
too. 

One of the issues which has been 
raised is whether or not the amend-
ment addresses the administrative cap 
that exists on salaries here in the Sen-
ate, and I understand there is a similar 
administrative cap that exists in the 
House as well. That is one of the issues 
as to whether or not changing the law 
here will, in effect, accomplish the pur-
pose or then just create another incon-
sistency between Congress and the ex-
ecutive branch. 

So that is one issue which perhaps 
the Senator can address. The other 
issue is just the concern that I have as 
a member of the Governmental Affairs 
Committee which is that we should 
give that committee an opportunity to 
take a look at this amendment, be-
cause there is a civil service aspect to 
this which they may have some feel-
ings about and we were trying to see 
whether or not there is any desire on 
the part of either the chairman, rank-
ing member of Governmental Affairs, 
or anyone else on that committee to 
speak on this amendment. We have 
been unable to ascertain that. 

But taking the first question first, I 
am wondering whether or not the Sen-
ator would comment on the question 
whether or not his amendment would 
address the current administrative cap 
that exists on staff salaries here in the 
Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Idaho. 

Mr. CRAPO. I thank the Chair and 
the Senator from Michigan. I appre-
ciate the Senator’s commitment. 

This amendment simply eliminates 
the dual compensation prohibition in 
the statute. It does not specifically ad-
dress the administrative cap that Con-
gress has on top of that limitation 
placed on those who seek employment 
with Congress. 

It should be clarified that although it 
does not remove the cap that the Sen-
ate and House have administratively 
placed on their own circumstances, it 
does solve the problem for our military 
retirees in all other branches of Gov-
ernment. And with regard to the Con-
gress, it solves the problem up to the 
cap that Congress has put into place, 
which is a significant benefit to those 
who now are not able to get any sup-
port from the circumstance after the 
first $8,000 of compensation. 

I agree with what I assume to be the 
ranking member’s concerns and would 
be very willing to work with them to 
try to address that situation with re-
gard to the administrative cap imposed 
by the Senate and by the House. But 
we must solve these problems one step 
at a time, and the first step must be to 
eliminate the dual compensation prohi-
bition in the statute. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I wonder 
if my friend from Virginia will address 
this issue as well. We have an adminis-
trative cap on staff salaries here in the 
Senate, and this amendment does not 
address that administrative cap. So we 
would be correcting one problem. 

I happen to support the thrust of 
that, which is that we would not be 
putting our active duty retirees at a 
disadvantage compared to our Reserve 
retirees. But we are also creating, in a 
sense, another inequality because the 
executive branch now would have no 
restriction administratively, whereas 
we apparently will retain this adminis-
trative cap. 

So I am concerned about that in-
equity that would be created between 
ourselves and the executive branch 
with the passage of this, and I simply 
want to point it out. I think the direc-
tion here is the right one. But I do 
think we are facing another inequity. 
We are creating, in effect, another eq-
uity by eliminating the executive 
branch statutory cap and eliminating 
our statutory cap, leaving in place the 
administrative cap that is already in 
there. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, my 
friend and colleague raises a very valid 
point, and I suggest that we address 
that in the course of this bill but allow 
this amendment to go forward, because 
numerically we are talking about a rel-
atively small number of officers who, 
fortunately—and I underline ‘‘fortu-
nately’’—have offered their service to 
the Congress in comparison to many 
others throughout other agencies and 
departments in the Government. 

So I would not want the amendment 
by our distinguished colleague to be de-
layed from a vote subject to our recon-
sideration of this very important issue. 
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As you might imagine, I think it is 

incumbent upon primarily the two of 
us to consult with one of our more dis-
tinguished colleagues around here 
whose knowledge of the Senate and sal-
aries gave rise to this amendment. I 
would certainly want his input before 
we tried to make any adjustment. 

Why don’t we leave it that we can go 
ahead with this amendment, and at a 
time convenient in the course of the 
deliberations on this bill we will ad-
dress the other problem. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I thank 
my friend from Virginia for that re-
sponse. I wonder if the Senator from 
Idaho has discussed with the persons 
who were involved actively in placing 
that administrative cap in the—rel-
ative to the issue of removing that cap, 
have there been any discussions and, if 
so, could he share those perhaps with 
the Senate. 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, no, I have 
not discussed removing the administra-
tive cap with those who placed it, but 
I would be very willing, as I said be-
fore, to do so and to work toward that 
end because I agree that that is one 
more inequity that should be removed. 
I think it is an inequity that already 
exists and, as the chairman indicated, 
only applies—if this amendment 
passes, it only applies at the very high-
est levels of salary, then only to a very 
small number of personnel, but that in-
equity should also be removed, and I 
would be glad to work on that effort. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, in a mo-
ment the chairman will be propounding 
a unanimous consent request which I 
will support. 

I do want to have one caveat on it, 
however, and that is that the Govern-
mental Affairs members, as far as I 
know, have not had an opportunity to 
review this. This is within their juris-
diction; it affects civil service, and I 
think we should alert—I am hereby 
alerting them that there would be a 
vote on this matter at 2:15—and I think 
that in the event that a member of 
that committee, or anyone else for 
that reason, that it is within the juris-
diction of another committee, wanted 
to speak on this amendment before it 
were adopted, I would support a re-
quest from such a member to have an 
opportunity to speak for a brief 
amount of time prior to the vote. It 
would require a change in the unani-
mous consent agreement, and I am 
going to support this unanimous con-
sent agreement so we can sequence 
some votes at 2:15, but I do want to 
alert our colleagues particularly on the 
Governmental Affairs Committee that 
this is an amendment within their ju-
risdiction, and if any member of that 
committee or any other member wants 
to speak to it for that reason, that this 
is not in the jurisdiction of Armed 
Services but a different committee, I 
would support—that doesn’t mean it 
will succeed, but I will support a modi-
fication in our unanimous consent 
agreement at 2:15 to permit a short pe-
riod of time for such amendment. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I sug-
gest that I propound the request, then 
the Senator propound his amendment. 
And I am certain that I will agree to it. 

So at this time, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the vote occur 
on or in relation to amendment No. 9 
at 2:15 today, and that no amendments 
be in order prior to the vote on amend-
ment No. 9, and, further, no points of 
order be waived with respect to the 
amendment. I further ask that with re-
spect to a motion to waive the Budget 
Act or portions thereof, the motion to 
waive be debatable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, that 
concludes this amendment. There are 
two Senators seeking recognition, and 
therefore I am going to yield the floor 
momentarily. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I have 

some general remarks about the bill. I 
know that under the previous order we 
are to recess at 12, and I will try to 
make my remarks as brief as possible. 
I know the senior Senator from Kansas 
has some remarks as well. 

I know there is a lot of concern about 
the U.S. involvement in putting troops 
into Kosovo. I wish to bring to the at-
tention of my colleagues a conference 
report that was passed last year as part 
of the defense appropriations bill that 
says—as a matter of fact it is law—the 
President and the administration must 
come to the Congress with a report of 
that deployment. Senator HUTCHISON 
and I will be making some remarks 
sometime later this afternoon in re-
gard to this provision. 

I ask unanimous consent to have this 
page of the Conference Report printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
MAKING APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE DEPART-

MENT OF DEFENSE FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 
ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 1999, AND FOR OTHER 
PURPOSES—CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 
105–746) 
SEC. 8115. (a) None of the funds appro-

priated or otherwise made available under 
this Act may be obligated or expended for 
any additional deployment of forces of the 
Armed Forces of the United States to Yugo-
slavia, Albania, or Macedonia unless and 
until the President, after consultation with 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
the Majority Leader of the Senate, the Mi-
nority Leader of the House of Representa-
tives, and the Minority Leader of the Senate, 
transmits to Congress a report on the de-
ployment that includes the following: 

(1) The President’s certification that the 
presence of those forces in each country to 
which the forces are to be deployed is nec-
essary in the national security interests of 
the United States. 

(2) The reasons why the deployment is in 
the national security interests of the United 
States. 

(3) The number of United States military 
personnel to be deployed to each country. 

(4) The mission and objectives of forces to 
be deployed. 

(5) The expected schedule for accom-
plishing the objectives of the deployment. 

(6) The exit strategy for United States 
forces engaged in the deployment. 

(7) The costs associated with the deploy-
ment and the funding sources for paying 
those costs. 

(8) The anticipated effects of the deploy-
ment on the morale, retention, and effective-
ness of United States forces. 

(b) Subsection (a) does not apply to a de-
ployment of forces— 

(1) in accordance with United Nations Se-
curity Council Resolution 795; or 

(2) under circumstances determined by the 
President to be an emergency necessitating 
immediate deployment of the forces. 

(c) Nothing in this section shall be deemed 
to restrict the authority of the President 
under the Constitution to protect the lives of 
United States citizens. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I 
might interject here—— 

Mr. ROBERTS. I would be delighted 
to yield to the distinguished Senator. 

Mr. WARNER. On the question of 
procedure, there is an order for the 
Senate to go into recess at 12. I ask 
unanimous consent that that order be 
extended beyond the hour of 12 to ac-
commodate Senators. How much time 
would the Senator like? 

Mr. ROBERTS. I should be able to 
finish in 15 minutes. 

Mr. WARNER. Perhaps a little less 
maybe. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Maybe 131⁄2. 
Mr. WARNER. Would 10 do? 
And the Senator from Kansas, how 

much time does he want? 
Mr. BROWNBACK. I think I could do 

it in 7 minutes. 
Mr. WARNER. And the Senator from 

Louisiana? 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Four minutes. 
Mr. WARNER. I ask unanimous con-

sent that the Senate stand in recess at 
the hour of 12:15. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I would want to 
clarify it. That would then be the se-
quence of the remarks? 

Mr. WARNER. That is correct. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President I rise 

today to voice my strong support for 
this legislation that is designed to pro-
vide fair compensation, improved edu-
cational opportunities, enhanced finan-
cial saving program, and a fair retire-
ment system for the men, women and 
families of the Armed Forces of the 
United States. 

America is facing a serious crisis in 
the recruitment and retention of key 
members of the military. This crisis is 
a very complicated issue and one that 
has a complex answer. I am confident 
that the elements of this bill, S. 4, are 
an integral part of the solution to 
these problems. But I am also con-
fident that passage alone will not cor-
rect all of the problems we face. 

Near the end of the last Congress and 
after talking to soldiers in the field, 
senior enlisted and officer leadership of 
the US military, I was struck with the 
myriad of problems facing our service 
members. These problems are contrib-
uting to the rapid decline in mid grade 
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retention and the growing inability to 
recruit new members of our military. 

I might add that I was just out to 
Fort Leavenworth, KS, and the Army 
is 40 percent short in regard to the re-
cruiting targets they have to have to 
simply accomplish their mission. That 
is as of last week. I came to the floor 
and laid out what I saw as the key 
components of their discontent. Rather 
than restate my comments of last fall, 
let me just highlight my key points: 

1. We have significantly increased the 
work load on a substantially smaller 
military. 

Since the percentage of service mem-
bers that are married has grown, this 
increased work load has amplified the 
negative effect of deployments on the 
morale of our troops and their families. 
The reluctance of families to continue 
to tolerate these separations contrib-
utes to the loss of mid-career per-
sonnel. 

2. With a significantly increased de-
ployment schedule on a substantially 
smaller force, the value and impor-
tance of today’s missions impacts on 
the willingness of the men and women 
to join or commit to the military as a 
career. 

Without clearly articulated mission 
goals and objectives founded in the fun-
damental of the U.S. vital national in-
terest, the ability to recruit and retain 
motivated men and women for our 
military will remain difficult. 

3. Although the skill level required of 
the men and women of our military 
continues to grow, the pay differential 
between the same skilled civilian and 
the military continues to widen. 

The current pay of many of our 
young military families is so low that 
it is not adequate to keep them off of 
welfare programs. The prospect of con-
tinued and frequent, long deployments 
coupled with the opportunity to get 
better pay on the ‘‘outside’’ for the 
same work contributes to the inability 
to attract and retain the skills needed 
for today’s military. 

4. We ask our military to deploy at a 
much higher pace than ever before, we 
assign missions that do not meet the 
‘‘national interest’’ threshold, we pay 
them less than they could get for the 
same or similar skills as a civilian, and 
in many cases we ask them to live in 
substandard housing. 

It goes without saying that the cul-
mination of these problems contribute 
to the dissatisfaction with the military 
as a career and its attractiveness to po-
tential recruits. 

5. The members of our military are 
working harder, deploying more, re-
ceiving less pay than civilians are for 
the same job, living in inadequate 
housing, and now are seeing a reduc-
tion in their retirement benefits. 

It is not difficult to understand that 
with this collection of negatives, the 
military is experiencing problems in 
retention and recruiting. 

As I have stated before, S. 4 does not 
solve all of the problems contributing 
to the crisis in retention and recruiting 

but it does strike at the heart of many 
of the problems facing our military. 
Specifically: 

It works to close the gap between ci-
vilian and military pay for similar 
skills. Just as importantly, it reforms 
the military pay tables to better re-
ward promotion rather than longevity. 

It establishes a savings program by 
authorizing members of the military to 
put up to 5% of their basic pay in a 
thrift savings plan—a plan already 
available to other federal workers. Ad-
ditionally, it allows service secretaries 
to focus some matching funds for the 
thrift savings plan to certain critical 
skills. 

It corrects the problems of the cur-
rent retirement system by giving serv-
ice members a choice to stay on the 
current retirement plan and receive 
$30,000 to put in a savings plan for their 
future or opt to return to the pre 1986 
retirement system. This $30,000 has 
been the subject of some discussion and 
perhaps some misunderstanding. I will 
address this issue later. 

It works toward getting our military 
family off of food stamps by giving spe-
cial pay to food-stamp eligible mem-
bers. I find nothing more disheartening 
or embarrassing than to know that our 
military compensation is so marginal 
that we have families on food stamps. 

It makes significant improvements 
to the Montgomery GI bill. The GI bill 
has long been a backbone in attracting 
and retaining military members. 

S.4 takes significant progress toward 
relieving the stress on our military 
families but there are key contributors 
to that stress that a bill such as this 
cannot address. 

This bill can not address the willing-
ness of this administration to deploy 
our troops on mission that are not in 
our vital national interest. 

This bill can not address the willing-
ness of this administration to assign 
them to missions where there is no 
clearly defined strategy or desired end 
state. 

This bill can not address the willing-
ness of this administration to under 
fund the military for the many oper-
ations they are assigned. 

This bill can not address the willing-
ness of this administration to under 
fund critical modernization and pro-
curement accounts. 

The net result of the administration 
unwillingness to address the impact on 
the military by the high rate of long 
deployments, questionable mission 
quality, and under funding of critical 
accounts is a double whammy on the 
men and women of the military. 

They are not only deploying longer 
and more frequently and therefore 
spending much more time away from 
their families, but when they return to 
their home base, they also are faced 
with long hours in repairing old equip-
ment or making preparation for the 
next deployment. I am told that this 
the real pain for many in our military 
families—they can’t even relax with 
their family after a long deployment. 

Mr. President, I know some of my 
colleagues are concerned that there has 
been little study to show the elements 
of this bill are necessary or will give a 
return that is proportionate to the cost 
of this bill. Without doubt this is a 
very expensive bill but the cost to na-
tional security by not correcting the 
problems of retention and recruitment 
are not even calculable. 

But before I discuss the lack of hard 
data, let me return to the $30,000 bonus 
for staying on the REDUX plan. 

The concern voiced by some is that 
military members may spend the 
$30,000 on short term needs or even 
gratification such as a new car. That 
certainly could happen but I am count-
ing on the solid leadership of military 
commanders to educate and explain the 
investing opportunity that money rep-
resents to the very bright, well edu-
cated men and women of today’s mili-
tary. 

There are already several examples 
of how that $30,000 could grow over a 
career if reasonably invested. The very 
fact that our members are apparently 
concerned about their future retire-
ment gives me comfort that if they 
choose to stay on REDUX and except 
the bonus, most will not squander this 
opportunity to invest for their retire-
ment. 

Some members of Congress are not 
convinced that REDUX is a problem at 
all and does not contribute measurably 
to the retention problem the military 
faces. 

They are asking: Where is the study 
that shows REDUX is why many mem-
bers are leaving the military? Mr. 
President, there is no study. There is 
only the alarm of the Secretary of De-
fense, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, all of the Service Chiefs, and 
the senior enlisted members of all of 
the services. 

Additionally, I do not find it sur-
prising that there is no data because 
the people that are affected by REDUX 
are just now reaching the point in their 
career that they are thinking about 
the decision to stay in the military for 
a career or leave. I ask the members of 
Congress to remember that the deci-
sion to except or reject REDUX as a re-
tirement plan or leave the military 
rests solely with each military indi-
vidual and not because an analysts’ 
projection of how many will accept or 
reject REDUX. Our senior leaders of 
our military are saying REDUX is a 
significant part of their decision to 
leave. 

Shall we ignore them and wait until 
enough service members have left to 
satisfy the statistician? Do not forget 
we are also having a exceptionally dif-
ficult time recruiting new members. 
Nor can we forget that while we run 
this data gathering experiment, crit-
ical, un-replaceable skills are walking 
way from military service every day in 
alarming numbers. 

Unfortunately, we are too accus-
tomed to working with weapons sys-
tems that we can halt production until 
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the wing-drop problem is fixed, or until 
the required testing is completed to 
our satisfaction. Unquestionably the 
men and women are the key element to 
all of our weapon systems but they 
cannot be put on hold until the reten-
tion problem is clearly defined nor can 
we slow retirement or withhold pay 
until the theorist have the problems 
neatly packaged. 

We do not have that luxury to delay 
or wait for all the data to be generated 
with the people that are willing to de-
fend this Nation. We have created an 
‘‘all volunteer service’’ and they volun-
teer to join and they will go home if 
they perceive they are not being treat-
ed fairly or the Nation does not care 
that they and their families make 
great sacrifices to serve in the defense 
of our country. We can only listen to 
them and their leaders and make our 
best judgment about the right course 
of action to recruit and retain the peo-
ple we need for today’s military. S. 4 
makes significant progress toward ad-
dressing the problems they tell us are 
contributing to the crisis in retention 
and recruiting facing the United States 
military. 

I strongly support the bill and urge 
my colleagues to do the same. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from Kan-
sas. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, be-

fore I start, I ask unanimous consent 
that a member of my staff, Steve 
Thompson, be granted the privilege of 
the floor during debate and consider-
ation of S. 4. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
am delighted to be here joining my col-
league from Kansas and other Mem-
bers, expressing support for S. 4, the 
Soldiers’, Sailors’, Airmen’s and Ma-
rines’ Bill of Rights Act of 1999. 

This bill comes at a time when our 
services are facing increased difficul-
ties in hiring and keeping quality per-
sonnel because of low pay, inadequate 
benefits, and increasingly frequent de-
ployments. There is nobody who would 
say that what I just stated is untrue. 
Those are all true. They are all impact-
ing our military personnel today. I join 
my colleague from Kansas, who serves 
on the Armed Services Committee, in 
strongly supporting this bill and say-
ing that the first and foremost require-
ment of the Federal Government is to 
provide for the common defense and we 
are not providing adequately for the 
common defense. We have to do that. 
And, if we let down on that obligation 
because it does not show up high in the 
poll numbers or some other reason, we 
are failing our duty to this country to 
provide the first and foremost thing 
that we are required to do. 

Let me remind my fellow Senators 
that defense spending has declined in 
real terms every year for the last 11 
years and now comprises a lower per-

centage of our budget than ever before. 
We have seen a 19-percent decline in 
defense spending since 1992. Is the 
world that much of a safer place today? 
We have troops scattered everywhere 
around the world and we have had a 19- 
percent decline in defense spending 
since 1992. We have peacekeeping oper-
ations, we have had global contin-
gencies in Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, the 
Persian Gulf, and now we are facing de-
ployment decisions in Kosovo. This is 
an extremely high operation tempo 
that is being maintained over this pe-
riod of time, with an enormous strain 
on troops and on their families. 

Even under adverse conditions, our 
troops have continued to perform their 
task superbly. The lower defense spend-
ing combined with an increased deploy-
ment schedule and inadequate benefits, 
though, have resulted in an all-time 
low enlistment and inability to retain 
quality personnel: Soldiers, sailors, air-
men, and marines. America’s service 
men and women and their families de-
serve a better quality of life. They put 
their lives on the line to protect our 
freedoms and the least we can do—the 
least we can do, I would think, is pro-
vide adequate pay, decent living condi-
tions, and some educational opportuni-
ties. 

This bill includes several provisions 
that will benefit our military personnel 
and increase retention and enlistment. 
It will include a 4.8-percent military 
pay raise. This, plus future pay raises 
at the employment cost index plus 0.5 
percent, helps close the gap between 
military and civilian pay. 

In addition, we have included mili-
tary pay table reform that will in-
crease pay for those personnel in 
midcareer points by up to about 10.3 
percent. These are experienced per-
sonnel that we cannot afford to lose. 

We also revised the military retire-
ment system by allowing service per-
sonnel the option, after 15 years of 
service, to revert to the pre-1986 mili-
tary retirement system or take a one- 
time $30,000 bonus if they remain under 
the current system. We allow Thrift 
Savings Plans, similar to what other 
Federal employees get. Our military 
members deserve to have the same op-
portunities that other Government em-
ployees have. 

We also enhanced the Montgomery 
GI bill. This educational benefit has al-
ready sent hundreds of thousands of 
veterans to college and, I might add, 
has been a key fuel in pushing forward 
our economy. These educational bene-
fits come back to the Federal Govern-
ment in economic growth and oppor-
tunity and tax revenues. This is a good 
investment for everybody, and they 
will be transferable to immediate fam-
ily members. But most important, this 
bill provides for a special subsistence 
allowance for enlisted personnel eligi-
ble for food stamps. 

If you can imagine that, you are in 
the U.S. military, you are putting your 
life on the line and you are living on 
food stamps—living on food stamps. 

For those service members who dem-
onstrate eligibility for food stamps, 
this bill provides them with a monthly 
allowance of $180 per month. This will 
keep our military personnel off food 
stamps and provide them with the sup-
port they need. 

Mr. President, this to me is just un-
conscionable, that you really would 
put your life, your family at stake, and 
what are we paying you? We are not 
paying you enough if you can get food 
stamps, that you would qualify for food 
stamps. That is ridiculous, and we need 
to change it. This bill, S. 4, does 
change it. 

I close by cautioning my fellow Mem-
bers of the Senate that this may not be 
enough to stem the exodus of our serv-
ice members. The Department of De-
fense and Congress must pursue addi-
tional remedies that will rectify the re-
tention problem. This legislation takes 
a good first step, and I certainly urge 
my colleagues to support this bill. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Ms. LANDRIEU addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from Lou-
isiana. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Thank you, Mr. 
President. I rise today, along with my 
colleagues, in support of S. 4, the Sol-
diers’, Sailors’, Airmen’s and Marines’ 
Bill of Rights Act. Our military has the 
finest hardware and equipment in the 
world, but, as any general or admiral 
will tell you, the real source of Amer-
ica’s strength is America’s fighting 
men and women. We spend billions of 
dollars to train and equip our troops. I 
believe the investment has paid off, but 
we have neglected one very important 
aspect of this equation. As we now 
have an all-volunteer force, our train-
ing and weapons will be wasted if we 
cannot keep quality personnel in our 
Armed Forces. 

Everyone has seen, I think, the re-
cent press accounts about the per-
sonnel shortfalls, particularly in the 
Navy and Air Force. The discussion in 
the Washington Post about the status 
of the U.S.S. Harry Truman, our newest 
aircraft carrier, provided dramatic evi-
dence of how deep this crisis has grown 
in our inability to man this vessel. 

Fortunately, the Senate is able to 
act now to begin to reverse this trend. 
S. 4 provides us with a very significant 
across-the-board minimum pay in-
crease of 4.8 percent. In addition, there 
will be other increases staggered on top 
of this targeted to specific areas of the 
military. 

As Secretary Cohen has stated, I do 
not believe we can pay our troops too 
much, but I do believe we can pay them 
too little. That is the state we find our-
selves in today. In a booming economy, 
Mr. President, with low unemploy-
ment, our well-trained soldiers and 
sailors can walk off a base and often 
double their salary for less work. It has 
made retention very difficult, and we 
are taking a great stride in alleviating 
the situation with S. 4. 

The value of this bill is not just in 
the actual pay increase, it is also an 
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important gesture that tells our fight-
ing men and women that their Govern-
ment cares about their well-being and 
appreciates the very difficult task that 
we ask them to perform and we are 
hearing them loudly and clearly. 

We will keep in mind that pay in-
creases alone, however, cannot solve 
this problem, as many of my colleagues 
have said earlier this morning. The 
military will never be competitive with 
the private sector on a dollar-for-dollar 
basis. 

My friend, Senator CLELAND from 
Georgia, made a similar remark in 
committee the other day that stuck 
with me. I think he was quoting some-
one else, but he said the armed services 
may recruit a soldier, but we retain a 
family. And that is so true. 

When we talk about keeping our 
troops in the service, we have to re-
member that the quality-of-life issues 
for the family is really the core issue— 
soldiers wanting to be good spouses, 
soldiers wanting to be good parents, 
soldiers wanting to have a good quality 
of life for their family. 

So while pay is certainly part of the 
equation, it also extends to housing, 
medical care, education benefits for 
spouses and children, day care, oper-
ations tempo, and a myriad of other 
issues that make up a family’s quality 
of life. There is still much to do. This 
bill is only a beginning, but it is a good 
step. 

One of the important steps taken in 
this bill—and it is quite innovative and 
I thank, again, the Senator from Geor-
gia for bringing this up in committee— 
is that we will allow military personnel 
to transfer their Montgomery GI bill 
benefits to their spouses or dependents. 
For midcareer, officer or enlisted per-
son, the knowledge that their children 
will have access to a quality education 
by enabling them to use their benefits 
is a smart incentive and one that is 
cost effective for us. It is an example of 
how we can tailor our benefits in a way 
that meets the needs of precisely the 
kind of people we want to retain. 

I also believe it is very important for 
us to remember the contribution of our 
Guard and Reserve forces in these dis-
cussions. For this reason, I have a se-
ries of amendments that address some 
of the inequity between the benefits 
programs for our regulars and the 
Guard and the Reserve units. 

With a leaner military, Mr. Presi-
dent, we cannot perform the complex 
missions of our military without a 
strong Guard and strong Reserve com-
ponent. We must always keep our eyes 
on this reality when addressing reten-
tion issues. 

I am proud of the statement that the 
Senate is making with this legislation. 
I commend our chairman and our rank-
ing member for bringing this bill to the 
floor this early in this Congress. I hope 
that this will not be the end of our 
work, but rather a strong beginning, a 
bipartisan beginning. I look forward to 
working with my colleagues on the 
committee to make the real difference 

in the quality of life for America’s 
military personnel. 

I thank you, Mr. President. 
f 

RECESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
stand in recess until 2:15 p.m. 

Thereupon, at 12:08 p.m., the Senate 
recessed until 2:16 p.m.; whereupon, the 
Senate reassembled when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr. 
INHOFE). 

f 

SOLDIERS’, SAILORS’, AIRMEN’S 
AND MARINES’ BILL OF RIGHTS 
ACT OF 1999 

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill. 

AMENDMENT NO. 9 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question occurs on agreeing to amend-
ment No. 9 offered by the Senator from 
Idaho. The yeas and nays have not been 
ordered. 

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank 

the Chair. 
The order provides that at 2:30 we 

will proceed to a vote. But it also pro-
vided for the opportunity for anyone to 
express, through an objection, such 
concerns as they may have. I suggest 
perhaps just a minute or two here be-
fore we commence. And I say to the 
Chair, it is our expectation this vote 
will go forward, but I do want to pro-
tect the rights, for 1 minute, of those 
who might wish to come forward. 

I am informed that the Democratic 
caucus is still in progress; is that it? I 
think it has broken up now. We are 
ready on this side. Mr. President, I am 
informed that we are ready to go. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair thanks the Senator. 

Mr. WARNER. I just wanted to pro-
tect the rights of others. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs on agreeing to amend-
ment No. 9 offered by the Senator from 
Idaho. 

Mr. WARNER. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question occurs on agreeing to amend-
ment No. 9. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. GORTON (when his name was 

called). Present. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Alabama (Mr. SHELBY) is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 87, 
nays 11, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 20 Leg.] 

YEAS—87 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Dorgan 

Durbin 
Edwards 
Enzi 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Graham 
Gramm 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 

Lugar 
Mack 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Smith Bob (NH) 
Smith Gordon H 

(OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Thomas 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—11 

Dodd 
Feingold 
Grams 
Grassley 

Gregg 
Kyl 
McCain 
Nickles 

Sessions 
Stevens 
Thompson 

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1 

Gorton 

NOT VOTING—1 

Shelby 

The amendment (No. 9) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I want to 

alert our colleagues to a fact which 
was not clear the last time we spoke on 
the subject of this amendment which 
we just adopted. There was not cer-
tainty as to whether that amendment 
would have been subject to a point of 
order had a point of order been made. 
We protected that possibility in our 
unanimous consent agreement in the 
event the Parliamentarian ruled that 
it would have been subject to a point of 
order. 

In fact, we now understand that it 
would have been subject to a point of 
order, and therefore we have now an-
other provision in the bill that is in 
violation of the Budget Act because it 
is not paid for. That is something 
which we should really be very con-
scious of as we go along here and very 
concerned about. 

But we did protect our colleagues in 
the event that that was the ruling, and 
none of our colleagues decided to raise 
the point of order. But in fact it could 
have been raised. And we should take 
very serious note of any of the viola-
tions of the Budget Act as we proceed, 
because at some point we are going to 
have to pay for the amendments we add 
as well as the bill itself. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. ALLARD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Colorado. 
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Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 11 
(Purpose: To make a limitation on tuition 

assistance for members of the Armed 
Forces inapplicable to members deployed 
in support of a contingency operation or 
similar operation) 
Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I rise to 

offer an amendment to S. 4. The 
amendment has already been sent to 
the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Wyoming (Mr. ENZI) pro-

poses an amendment numbered 11. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of title I, add the following: 

SEC. 104. INCREASED TUITION ASSISTANCE FOR 
MEMBERS OF THE ARMED FORCES 
DEPLOYED IN SUPPORT OF A CON-
TINGENCY OPERATION OR SIMILAR 
OPERATION. 

(a) INAPPLICABILITY OF LIMITATION ON 
AMOUNT.—Section 2007(a) of title 10, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (2); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (3) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(4) in the case of a member deployed out-

side the United States in support of a contin-
gency operation or similar operation, all of 
the charges may be paid while the member is 
so deployed.’’. 

(b) INCREASED AUTHORITY SUBJECT TO AP-
PROPRIATIONS.—The authority to pay addi-
tional tuition assistance under paragraph (4) 
of section 2007(a) of title 10, United States 
Code, as added by subsection (a), may be ex-
ercised only to the extent provided for in ap-
propriations Acts. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I offer an 
amendment to S. 4, the Soldiers’, Sail-
ors’, Airmen’s and Marines’ Bill of 
Rights Act of 1999. 

The need for this bill is obvious. The 
Army, Navy, and Air Force are all ex-
periencing recruitment and retention 
problems that threaten to further de-
grade our already overstressed mili-
tary. By every measure, quality of life 
issues are the center of the problem. 
Fortunately, our military personnel 
don’t join to get rich. In this all too 
material age, it is refreshing to note 
that their motivations to remain in 
uniform do not include financial gain. 

Nonetheless, it is a fact that our cur-
rent military is not the military of our 
fathers. It currently includes the high-
est percentage of families in its his-
tory. The pay, the retirement, and the 
medical benefits are issues that must 
be addressed. This bill seeks to do that. 

Educational opportunities are also 
important to our service people, espe-
cially those who perhaps are not career 
oriented. We cannot lose sight of the 

fact that what we do here today will 
benefit not just our military personnel 
by increasing knowledge, eliminating 
boredom, and stimulating the mind, 
but are all things that improve the ca-
pability of our young men and women 
in our armed services. 

Our society at large will benefit espe-
cially with regard to educational op-
portunities. Today’s corporal studying 
in his off-duty hours for his bachelor’s 
degree might well be tomorrow’s small 
business employer. Nevertheless, his 
extra effort will improve his job per-
formance immediately. The Depart-
ment of Defense has long offered excel-
lent opportunities for active duty per-
sonnel to better themselves through 
education. The administrators of these 
programs are enthusiastic and devoted 
to the uniformed people they serve. 
There is one thing we can do, however, 
to fine tune the regulations they must 
follow, and my amendment is designed 
to do just that. 

Currently, secretaries of each branch 
of the service are authorized to pay up 
to 75 percent of college tuition and re-
lated instructional costs for most per-
sonnel pursuing additional education 
in their off duty hours. However, for 
Navy personnel deployed aboard ship, 
the Secretary of the Navy is authorized 
to pay the full 100 percent of such costs 
by virtue of their PACE program. 
PACE is an acronym for ‘‘Program for 
Afloat College Education.’’ Therefore, 
a soldier on deployment in Bosnia may 
only be receiving reimbursement for 75 
percent of his tuition costs, while just 
offshore, a sailor deployed aboard ship 
is receiving 100 percent. 

My amendment would authorize all 
service secretaries to pay up to 100 per-
cent of tuition costs for personnel de-
ployed on a contingency basis. It does 
not require that a specific percentage 
be paid. It simply gives a service sec-
retary that option. And because the ex-
ercising of that option is contingent on 
the availability of funding, no addi-
tional appropriation is required. 

This amendment will equalize the 
playing field between the services as 
well as make the difficult deployments 
to such places as Bosnia and Saudi 
Arabia a bit more beneficial to those 
service people who wish to take advan-
tage of the opportunity. It is supported 
by the Defense Department and is in-
disputable in the interests of our young 
men and women in uniform. I ask my 
colleagues for their support of this 
amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, my col-

league from the State of Wyoming has 
done a great job on the amendment. It 
is discretionary and begins to put on 
par the Army and Air Force with the 
Navy program. We think it is the right 
solution and the right direction for 
this. So we are not going to object to 
the ENZI amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do other 
Senators wish to be heard? 

The Senator from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I com-

mend the Senator from Wyoming for 

his amendment. It is a very good 
amendment. It equalizes the Army and 
the Air Force with what already exists 
for the Navy and the Marines. The rea-
son we should equalize it is because 
when our Army and Air Force per-
sonnel are deployed, they are effec-
tively in the same situation and need 
this tuition assistance to the same ex-
tent that the Navy and the Marines al-
ready have it authorized. As Senator 
ALLARD said, it is discretionary with 
our service secretaries. That means 
that it hopefully will be accomplished 
and hopefully can be done within their 
budgets but does not raise a Budget 
Act problem. 

I commend our friend from Wyoming, 
and we support the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Wyoming. 

The amendment (No. 11) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ROBB addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from Virginia yield for a unan-
imous consent request? 

Mr. ROBB. The Senator from Vir-
ginia is delighted to yield to the rank-
ing member for a unanimous consent 
request. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that Matthew 
Varzally and John Bradshaw of Sen-
ator WELLSTONE’s staff have floor 
privileges during consideration of S. 4. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Virginia. 
Mr. ROBB. Thank you, Mr. President. 

AMENDMENT NO. 8 
(Purpose: To increase the amount of certain 

bonuses and special pay and to authorize 
payment of certain additional special pay 
and bonuses) 
Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I call up 

amendment No. 8 previously filed at 
the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Virginia (Mr. ROBB), for 

himself, Mr. CLELAND, Mr. KENNEDY, and Mr. 
BINGAMAN proposes an amendment numbered 
8. 

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’) 

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I rise to 
offer the special incentive pay amend-
ment to S. 4. 

I am pleased to be joined in offering 
this legislation by our colleague from 
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Massachusetts, Senator KENNEDY, Sen-
ator CLELAND from Georgia, Senator 
KERREY from Nebraska, and Senator 
BINGAMAN from New Mexico. 

Yesterday, Mr. President, a number 
of our colleagues, among them Senator 
ALLARD, described the acute challenges 
that are faced by the Navy as it strug-
gles to retain sufficient numbers of 
critical personnel like Navy SEALS, 
surface warfare officers, nuclear-quali-
fied officers, and career enlisted fliers. 

While S. 4, with its significant pay 
raises, improved retirement and en-
hanced GI bill benefits is an important 
step in the right direction, we still 
have big problems in these smaller cat-
egories of military service where we 
have been only marginally successful 
in our retention efforts. 

This amendment begins to address 
the downward retention trends the 
Navy is experiencing in these areas by 
aligning pay increases with problem 
specialties. 

S. 4’s compensation approach begins 
to address the services’ broad recruit-
ing and retention concerns, but it 
won’t assure that the undermanned, 
highly skilled warfare specialists that 
Senator ALLARD described so elo-
quently yesterday will get well any 
time soon. 

Special incentive pay and bonuses 
have been the shaping tools of choice 
to fill the breach. The experience of the 
military services is that historically 
targeted kinds of bonuses have proven 
highly effective and very cost efficient 
in attacking retention problem areas 
within specific communities. 

This year, the Navy and Air Force 
would like to make even greater use of 
this proven strategy. They have fully 
funded in their budgets, and have asked 
us to support, establishing two new bo-
nuses and expanding authority for four 
others. 

This amendment to S. 4 provides 
these targeted fixes. Specifically, it ad-
dresses enlisted recruiting and reten-
tion shortfalls by increasing the max-
imum authorization of the enlistment 
bonus, or EB as it is referred to, and se-
lective reenlistment bonus, or SRB. 
And it addresses the critical shortfalls 
in the unrestricted line communities 
by providing two new continuation bo-
nuses, one for surface warfare officers, 
and another for special warfare offi-
cers. 

Finally, several existing bonuses are 
increased, including those for divers, 
nuclear-qualified officers, linguists, 
and other critical specialties. These 
pay increases will target specific job 
skills at experience levels to cost-effec-
tively attract, retain, and distribute 
highly trained personnel at critical 
points in their career. 

The Nation simply cannot afford to 
continue to pay as much as we do to re-
cruit and train these talented individ-
uals only to see them leave the service 
out of frustration over the inadequa-
cies of their pay and benefits and the 
promise of better compensation in the 
private sector. 

Mr. President, as I stated yesterday, 
the special incentive pay amendment 
to S. 4 is exactly the kind of targeted 
fix Congress can and should support. I 
hope our colleagues will join us in 
sending a signal to our men and women 
in uniform that we have listened to 
them and that we understand their 
needs. 

With that, Mr. President, I yield the 
floor and ask for its adoption. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sup-
port this amendment. We are all con-
cerned about reports of declining reten-
tion in our Armed Forces. Our 
midgrade officers and enlisted per-
sonnel are leaving the service at 
alarming rates. This amendment di-
rectly addresses this critical problem 
by focusing special and incentive pays 
on areas where the Armed Forces face 
the greatest retention challenges. 

The readiness of our Armed Forces 
must be a top priority. Our service men 
and women are an indispensable part of 
our Nation’s defense. We must act to 
improve retention in order to ensure 
the readiness of our Armed Forces. In 
today’s tight budget environment, it is 
imperative that we efficiently use our 
taxpayers’ dollars. Special and incen-
tive pays are an effective way to in-
crease retention while being mindful of 
costs. 

Our amendment responds to the 
needs of the Armed Services by author-
izing programs that the services spe-
cifically want and that are ready to be 
implemented. These programs have 
been thoroughly researched by the 
services and will have an immediate 
impact on retention. 

At the Senate Armed Services Readi-
ness Hearing in January, Admiral Jay 
Johnson, the Chief of Naval Oper-
ations, agreed with my assessment 
that current Navy retention rates will 
result in the Navy having 50 percent 
fewer Surface Warfare Officers than 
needed. Officers in these positions have 
never been authorized to receive spe-
cial pay incentives, and retention of 
these men and women is now among 
the lowest of any officer community in 
the Armed Forces. This amendment 
gives the Navy a flexible means to ad-
dress this critical retention issue, and 
will give the same flexibility to the 
other services in the specific areas 
where the most attention is needed. 

In these critical times for recruiting 
and retention of military personnel, we 
must enact sensible legislation that 
provides the services with effective 
flexibility in the management of their 
personnel challenges. No one knows the 
full effects of retention problems more 
than the services themselves. We need 
to give the services the tools they need 
so they can help ensure the readiness 
of our Armed Forces. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in support of this 
amendment and I commend Senator 
ROBB and Senator CLELAND for their 
leadership on this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further discussion? If not, the question 
is on agreeing to amendment No. 8. 

The amendment (No. 8) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. ALLARD. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRAPO). The Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, I rise to 
add my enthusiastic support for S. 4. 

The most important responsibility a 
nation has is to its people’s security, 
ensuring a nation’s freedom. As all of 
us in life, nations and governments are 
no different. We must prioritize. We 
must prioritize our resources. We must 
prioritize our agendas. We must 
prioritize the focus that we give to our 
people. 

As important as is Social Security, 
and Medicare, and tax cuts, and edu-
cation and all that compose a society 
that helps develop a culture, national 
security is the highest priority, the 
highest priority of a government, and 
its most important responsibility. 

There will be much debate, as there 
should be much debate, over the next 
year and a half about the priorities of 
this Nation as we move into the next 
century. None will be more important 
than the debate that is occurring in 
this Chamber today, because what we 
are saying, the message we are sending 
to our people, to our friends and our 
foes alike around the world, is that, 
first, we will address the important 
issues confronting our national secu-
rity interests; second, we will put into 
play and into our national security in-
terests the resources necessary to 
maintain a national security system 
second to none. We will, in fact, 
prioritize our national security so that 
it will, as history has shown, guarantee 
our foreign policy, our export expan-
sion, our trade reform. All of these are 
part of an overarching policy that con-
nects, and we cannot have one without 
the other. We know—we have heard 
today, we have heard over the last 2 
days—the problems that now confront 
our military—readiness, retention, re-
cruitment. 

Any measure we take of our national 
security today comes up short, comes 
up wanting, and it is the responsibility 
of this Congress to lead; it is the re-
sponsibility of the President to lead, 
and it is the responsibility of America 
to prioritize the national security in-
terests of our country. 

We need, more than ever before, the 
best, the brightest, young men and 
women to make a military career a ca-
reer not only they can be proud of, our 
Nation can be proud of, but a career 
that serves our interests. 

When we look at what has happened 
to this military in the last 10 years— 
longer deployments, more deploy-
ments, losing our senior enlisted half-
way through their 20 years, pilots drop-
ping out, the investment our society 
puts in these men and women—we find 
we are perilously close to the edge as 
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to how far we can continue to defend 
not only our freedom but our interests 
in the world. And make no mistake 
about this, Mr. President. We just 
don’t have select interests in the 
world; all the world is in our interests. 
Does that mean we are the inter-
national policemen? No. What it does 
mean is, because we do live in a glob-
ally connected world, a very competi-
tive world, that in every corner of the 
world our interest is peace, stability, 
freedom; the development of demo-
cratic governments and market econo-
mies are in the interests of all of our 
people. 

So, this is not esoteric. This is rel-
evant. And as we close the debate on 
this issue, we are talking about more 
than just putting the necessary re-
sources into our national security com-
mitments and capabilities, but we are 
sending a message to our people, to our 
culture, to our society, that in fact we 
very much value the men and women 
who make defending our freedoms their 
life. What we are saying, as well, to the 
families of these men and women is: 
We value you. We know the hardships 
that you deal with. We know about 
those long deployments. Not since 
Vietnam—and I see my colleague, Sen-
ator ROBB, standing across the way— 
not since Senator ROBB and I served in 
Vietnam has there been any addressing 
of the pay scale of our military. That is 
embarrassing. That is not worthy of a 
great nation and a great people. 

So, again, I say this is not only in the 
best interests of our country, but it is 
making a very specific and definite 
statement to our people, to our cul-
ture, to our society that duty, honor, 
and country count. Duty, honor, and 
country count. We want people to be 
proud to serve our country in uniform. 
We want to acknowledge them, not just 
by increasing their pay and their bene-
fits—because that is, in part, a meas-
urement of their worth and a way to 
keep score—but by saying: We know 
your worth. We know how important 
you are and we value that. We need 
you. 

For those reasons and many more 
that we have heard today and we will 
hear tomorrow, I strongly support S. 4. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Colorado. 
Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I want 

to recognize in a public way the fine 
statement of my colleague from Ne-
braska and his hard work on this and 
many other pieces of legislation com-
ing before the Senate. It is always good 
to hear from somebody who has person-
ally served in Vietnam and been under 
fire, so to speak. I want everybody to 
know it is people like my colleague 
from Nebraska and their dedication to 
this country and to freedom which is 
the reason we think this bill is so im-
portant. This is the first major in-
crease in military pay since 1982. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, let me 
also commend Senator HAGEL for his 
speech. He inevitably is on the floor 
when we have a defense authorization 
bill or an item related closely to it, as 
this bill is. He is here, fervently urging 
support of our men and women in our 
uniformed military. I just want to say 
that voice is a particularly powerful 
voice, given Senator HAGEL’s back-
ground. I again compliment him and 
thank him for the ongoing commit-
ment. He has not forgotten where he 
came from, as we sometimes say, and it 
is very important that we hear such 
strong voices as Senator HAGEL’s. 

Mr. HAGEL. I thank my colleague. 

AMENDMENT NO. 8 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, while I 
am on my feet, if I could also thank 
Senator ROBB for the previous amend-
ment. I was not here. I had to leave for 
a moment. But it is a very important 
amendment which we just adopted. We 
did it in a few moments, but this in-
creased special and incentive pay pro-
vision that Senator ROBB has now in-
serted in this bill is targeted at critical 
specialties where services are having a 
significant retention problem. It is 
very important that we do that. 

This provision was in the budget 
which was submitted to us, but it was 
not included in this pay bill. It should 
have been. I think it was a significant 
oversight that it was not. That over-
sight has been corrected by Senator 
ROBB, who is here, as always, watching 
very, very closely and carefully to 
make sure that we do the right thing 
by our troops and by our defense and 
by our security needs. I thank him for 
determining that this was left out of a 
bill which is aimed at supporting our 
troops, and should not have been. Be-
cause of his energy and his perception, 
it is now back in the bill. I thank him 
for it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia is recognized. 

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, if I may, I 
thank the ranking member for his kind 
words and his leadership on the Armed 
Services Committee. I join in paying 
tribute to my fellow Vietnam veteran, 
Senator HAGEL from Nebraska. It was 
for all of us who shared that experience 
a distinct pleasure to have a fellow 
warrior, comrade in arms, with us who 
not only understood the causes for 
which we fought and the trials and 
tribulations of those who wear the uni-
form of our country, but was willing to 
continue to stand up and be counted in 
those particular instances where it 
really matters to those we ask ulti-
mately to place themselves in harm’s 
way for our country’s benefit. 

So I join in the tribute that the Sen-
ator from Colorado made and commend 
him, as well, for the eloquent speech he 
made yesterday in underscoring the 
need to address the critical concerns 
about retention, particularly in some 
of the critical MOSs. 

AMENDMENT NO. 15 
(Purpose: To amend title 37, United States 

Code, to improve the aviation career offi-
cers special pay) 
Mr. ROBB. With that, Mr. President, 

I send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Virginia [Mr. ROBB], for 

himself, Mr. MCCAIN, and Mr. BINGAMAN, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 15. 

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 28, between lines 8 and 9, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 104. AVIATION CAREER OFFICER SPECIAL 

PAY. 
(a) PERIOD OF AUTHORITY.—Subsection (a) 

of section 301b of title 37, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘AUTHORIZED.— 
’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘during the period begin-
ning on January 1, 1989, and ending on De-
cember 31, 1999,’’ and inserting ‘‘during the 
period described in paragraph (2),’’; and 

(2) adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) Paragraph (1) applies with respect to 

agreements executed during the period be-
ginning on the first day of the first month 
that begins on or after the date of the enact-
ment of the Soldiers’, Sailors’, Airmen’s, and 
Marines’ Bill of Rights Act of 1999 and end-
ing on December 31, 2004.’’. 

(b) REPEAL OF LIMITATION TO CERTAIN 
YEARS OF CAREER AVIATION SERVICE.—Sub-
section (b) of such section is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (5); 
(2) by inserting ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-

graph (4); and 
(4) by redesignating paragraph (6) as para-

graph (5). 
(c) REPEAL OF LOWER ALTERNATIVE AMOUNT 

FOR AGREEMENT TO SERVE FOR 3 OR FEWER 
YEARS.—Subsection (c) of such section is 
amended by striking ‘‘than—’’ and all that 
follows and inserting ‘‘than $25,000 for each 
year covered by the written agreement to re-
main on active duty.’’. 

(d) PRORATION AUTHORITY FOR COVERAGE OF 
INCREASED PERIOD OF ELIGIBILITY.—Sub-
section (d) of such section is amended by 
striking ‘‘14 years of commissioned service’’ 
and inserting ‘‘25 years of aviation service’’. 

(e) TERMINOLOGY.—Such section is further 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (f), by striking ‘‘A reten-
tion bonus’’ and inserting ‘‘Any amount’’; 
and 

(2) in subsection (i)(1), by striking ‘‘reten-
tion bonuses’’ in the first sentence and in-
serting ‘‘special pay under this section’’. 

(f) REPEAL OF CONTENT REQUIREMENTS FOR 
ANNUAL REPORT.—Subsection (i)(1) of such 
section is further amended by striking the 
second sentence. 

(g) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Subsection 
(g)(3) of such section if amended by striking 
the second sentence. 

(h) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section and the 
amendments made by this section shall take 
effect on the first day of the first month that 
begins on or after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, this 
amendment is the aviation career offi-
cer special pay amendment to S. 4. I 
am very pleased to be joined in offering 
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this amendment by the distinguished 
Senator from Arizona, Senator 
MCCAIN. He has been a major force in 
taking care of our military aviators for 
many years, and I am very pleased to 
have Senator MCCAIN as a cosponsor as 
well as the distinguished Senator from 
New Mexico, Mr. BINGAMAN. 

Mr. President, my colleagues on the 
Senate Armed Services Committee are 
all very much aware of the serious re-
tention problems now faced by DOD, 
and especially those pertaining to pi-
lots. The Air Force, for example, is los-
ing three pilots for every two pilots it 
trains. You don’t need to have a math 
degree to understand the implications 
of that statistic. To quote Air Force 
Chief of Staff Gen. Mike Ryan, this is 
‘‘one of the most serious pilot force 
challenges in Air Force history.’’ And 
the Navy’s situation is no less 
daunting. 

Current law allows aviation officers 
from O–1s to O–5s with 6 to 13 years of 
service to receive a bonus of up to 
$25,000 a year if the officer agrees to 
complete 14 years; or up to $12,000 per 
year if the officer agrees to complete 1, 
2, or 3 additional years. 

While existing law was intended to 
fix retention problems in specific avia-
tion communities such as the F/A–18 
community, retention problems are 
now showing up across the board. This 
amendment is straightforward. Its in-
tent is to give DOD maximum flexi-
bility to stop the widespread hem-
orrhaging of pilots. The provision 
broadens eligibility from anywhere 
from 1 to 25 years of service and allows 
for up to $25,000 for each year of ex-
tended duty. 

DOD’s retention and recruiting prob-
lems can grow rapidly. Indeed, many 
problems that DOD did not even report 
just a year ago were reported with 
alarm just 6 months ago. We need to 
give the Department the flexibility and 
the headroom to manage a serious and 
unpredictable problem that cannot be 
adjusted only once a year by the Con-
gress. 

To address concerns that we are 
ceding too much authority to DOD, 
this authority must be renewed after 5 
years, and the Secretary of Defense 
will be required to report annually to 
the defense committees on the impact 
of this increased authority on the re-
tention of aviators. 

This provision is supported by the 
Department of Defense and is included 
in the budget request. The flexibility 
afforded by this provision reflects a 
consensus of service views developed 
and will allow each service the ability 
to tailor compensation programs to 
meet their specific retention chal-
lenges and to accommodate their 
unique career path requirements. 

During a period of excessive and cost-
ly resignations, we simply cannot af-
ford not to give DOD the tools it needs 
to fix the retention problem. I urge my 
colleagues to support this provision 
and help us to address one of our most 
serious readiness dilemmas. 

I yield the floor. I ask for whatever 
action the managers may wish to take 
on this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? The Senator from Colo-
rado. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I com-
pliment my colleague for his hard work 
on the Armed Services Committee. I do 
agree with him; the idea of giving dis-
cretionary authority to the Secretaries 
to meet certain retention challenges 
that come up with qualified pilots is 
extremely important. 

The question I would like to ask my 
friend from Virginia with regard to his 
amendment is that I understand that 
the funds to cover the cost of this 
amendment are in the fiscal year 2000 
defense budget; is that accurate? 

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I respond 
to the distinguished Senator from Col-
orado by saying that the information 
provided to this Senator is that it is, in 
fact, included. There was some concern 
about one of the services having an ob-
jection to this provision at one point. I 
understand that was cleared up, and it 
is now in the budget. If there is any in-
formation to the contrary, because we 
haven’t actually had the presentation 
of those details, I will inform the com-
mittee before any additional action is 
taken on this amendment. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, in that 
case, if this has all been cleared within 
the budget, then we have no objection 
to this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan is recognized. 
Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chair. Mr. 

President, let me, again, commend our 
friend from Virginia for his leadership 
in this area. This is one of our greatest 
areas of shortfall. It is one of our 
greatest retention problems. We have 
to try to do better to retain our pilots, 
and this amendment will go a long 
way, indeed, the administration pro-
posal—hopefully it is in their pro-
posal—will go, we believe at least, 
some way in terms of retaining pilots 
as its goal. It is a very important goal. 

I, again, thank the Senator from Vir-
ginia for his leadership in zeroing in on 
some of the greatest problems that we 
face in our defense budget, and that is 
the retention problem of pilots. So we 
very strongly support this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? If not, the question is 
on agreeing to the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Virginia, Mr. 
ROBB. 

The amendment (No. 15) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I yield the 
floor, and I thank my colleague from 
Michigan. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, the over-
all goal of this bill is to address the 
critical recruitment and retention 
problems facing our military today. I 
strongly support that objective. We 
have heard that recruitment numbers 
are down; that the Navy is 20,000 sail-
ors short of what it needs to meet our 
national interests at sea; that within 
the last three months the Army was 
2,300 soldiers short of its recruitment 
goal; and that increasingly pilots are 
leaving the service to take more lucra-
tive jobs with private airlines. These 
are serious problems requiring serious 
attention. 

At a time when we are asking our 
Armed Forces to undertake more dif-
ferent kinds of missions, we need to 
provide incentives to men and women 
to serve and to be able to keep those 
who are currently serving. A 1998 
Youth Attitude Tracking Study of 
10,000 young men and women found 
that the desire to serve in our military 
remains strong. In fact, more than 25% 
of the men surveyed said they wanted 
to join one of the active duty services. 
The percentage of women who ex-
pressed interest actually increased by a 
percentage point from last year, reach-
ing 13% for 1998. Therefore, if the ini-
tial desire is there, we should not allow 
it to be clouded by fears of low pay, fre-
quent deployments and insufficient re-
tirement benefits once they sign up. 
We must do everything we can to en-
sure that high quality men and women 
will continue to join the United States 
Armed Services maintaining a force 
that is second to none in the world. 
The U.S. military maintains its stature 
because of the people who serve in it. 

We cannot afford to lose them or 
lower the standards of recruitment just 
to fill in the holes. 

Unfortunately, the reality is that we 
are losing them and we are being forced 
to look at ways of lowering the bar so 
that each service can meet its recruit-
ment goal for the coming years. A 
strong economy able to boast of high 
paying jobs in the private sector is 
causing extreme recruitment and re-
tention problems for the Department of 
Defense. S. 4 attempts to reverse these 
problems by offering high pay raises, 
reforming the pay table, establishing a 
retirement savings plan and expanding 
Montgomery GI bill benefits for those 
who serve and will serve in the mili-
tary. Specifically, it provides for a 4.8% 
pay raise for every member of the 
Armed Services. It changes the pay 
scale to recognize and reward meri-
torious service rather than the number 
of years served. It establishes a thrift 
savings plan similar to the one avail-
able to Federal civil employees and 
available to many in the private sector 
by way of 401–K plans. It also provides 
a monthly subsistence allowance for 
those service personnel eligible to re-
ceive food stamps and expands current 
Montgomery GI Bill benefits both in 
the amount of money provided and in 
the number of people who can use it, 
among many other things. 
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When I read through this bill, I find 

many things that I believe can improve 
the current system and I support the 
general thrust of this legislation. I be-
lieve that significant pay increases are 
necessary both to help those currently 
serving in the military and those who 
might serve in the future. The Admin-
istration did not ignore the call for pay 
increases coming from many personnel, 
as well as the Joint Chiefs. They are in 
the President’s budget request. It is 
clear that military pay must be com-
petitive with wages paid in the private 
sector. 

It truly saddens me that about 12,000 
of the brave men and women who have 
chosen to serve their country by de-
fending the flag, to which we all pledge 
allegiance, are on food stamps. These 
people should not be forced to make a 
decision between serving their country 
and bringing home enough money to 
make ends meet. At a time when our 
economy is growing and higher paying 
jobs require the kind of skills that are 
taught in the military, it must be very 
difficult not to look at the greener pas-
tures. 

There is another part of this bill that 
I want to address because it is one of 
the reasons why I am going to vote in 
favor of it. I sincerely believe that the 
Montgomery GI Bill should be re-
vamped and am pleased that this legis-
lation takes a step in that direction. 
When this body passed the GI Bill in 
1984, the average annual cost of tuition 
at a four-year university was about 
$5,200. That number has since doubled 
with costs reaching above $11,000 for 
the school year 1996 to 1997. However, 
we are still offering basically the same 
amount of financial assistance per 
month and requiring that those eligible 
to use it first pay $1200 before they can 
receive anything back. I whole-
heartedly agree that we should do 
away with that requirement and in-
crease the amount of monthly assist-
ance provided. It is the right thing to 
do. I also support the provision in this 
bill that allows immediate family 
members also to benefit from the edu-
cation allowances. I am pleased that 
my friend—and fellow veteran—MAX 
CLELAND introduced this portion of the 
bill and that it was incorporated into 
the final version we are debating 
today. 

I don’t believe there is a single one of 
us who would argue that we shouldn’t 
do more for our Armed Services per-
sonnel. That is clear. There is no ques-
tion that they need increases in their 
basic pay and an expansion of their 
education and retirement benefits. But 
it seems to me that we ought to be 
careful and at least examine—if not 
critically analyze—how best to go 
about addressing our recruitment and 
retention problems without trying to 
fast-tract a bill which has significant 
increases in funding, above and beyond 
what the Administration has re-
quested, without adequately explaining 
how to pay for it. 

I believe that we owe it to our mili-
tary men and women to determine how 

we are going to pay for this bill and 
how funds used for this purpose will af-
fect overall spending and military 
readiness. What are the sources for 
funding this bill? Is this coming out of 
other accounts within the Pentagon’s 
budget? Is it coming out of domestic 
spending? Is it going to be off-budget? 
Can we really afford to pay for this 
across all the pay scales? Are we going 
to tap into our large budget surplus? It 
is not clear to me that these critical 
questions have been answered. 

This bill requires funding for 10 
years, not just this fiscal year. We 
don’t have any ironclad promises that 
our economy will prove as strong to-
morrow as it is today. I think we ought 
to be sure that the commitments we 
make now can be met in the future. 

I remain concerned that we are mov-
ing this bill in the absence of hearings 
by the Armed Services Committee and 
an overall discussion about how our de-
fense dollars should be spent. However, 
I will support this bill because as a vet-
eran, I understand how important it is 
to know that your country is behind 
you and to know that your country 
recognizes and rewards the service you 
have given it. 

AMENDMENT NO. 9 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, earlier 

today, the Senate voted on an amend-
ment to S. 4 offered by my colleague 
Senator CRAPO from Idaho. I voted 
‘‘present.’’ 

The amendment would eliminate a 
federal law that reduces the military 
retirement pay of those retirees who 
continue their public service by work-
ing for the federal government as civil-
ians. As a Senator who would person-
ally benefit from the amendment’s pas-
sage, I am subject to a clear conflict of 
interest and thus cannot properly vote. 

As many of my colleagues know, I 
am retired Air Force Reserve officer. 
As such, my retirement pay from the 
Air Force would increase significantly 
if the Crapo amendment were signed 
into law. With that in mind, I voted 
present. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I rise today to whole-
heartedly endorse this Soldiers’, Sail-
ors’, Airmen’s, and Marines’ Bill of 
Rights. With this bill, the members of 
the Senate Armed Services Committee 
are making a pledge to the men and 
women who so bravely defend our free-
doms: we honor them, we respect them, 
they and their families are important 
to us, and we are going to take care of 
them. We have been asking them to get 
by for too long, with too little. Start-
ing now, we are going to make good on 
our debt of gratitude. 

In my view, this bill addresses three 
key areas that must be fixed if we are 
going to be able to keep quality people 
in uniform. The largest pay raise since 
1982, and annual raises that outpace in-
flation, will shrink a double-digit pay 
gap that has been growing for 20 years. 
Service men and women know they will 
never make as much as their civilian 
counterparts, and they serve proudly 

anyway. But we cannot tell them their 
contributions to America are invalu-
able, and then stand by and watch their 
earning power erode more and more 
each year without any plan for stop-
ping the erosion. They deserve to pro-
vide their families with an honorable 
standard of living, and we are com-
mitted to doing that. 

In addition, Mr. President, raises for 
mid-level officers and enlisted per-
sonnel are designed to retain critical 
personnel and reward performance over 
longevity. Currently, some leaders are 
paid less than their subordinates due to 
an over-emphasis on years served rath-
er then results achieved. We win or lose 
wars based on results, not seniority, 
and the pay chart ought to reflect that 
reality. We want to encourage and re-
ward those who go ‘‘above and be-
yond,’’ and reinforce a culture dedi-
cated to achievement and success. 

Restoring previously reduced retire-
ment benefits to their original levels 
shows a commitment to our veterans’ 
long term security and the value of a 
career of honorable service. Our troops 
spend an entire career living in danger, 
sacrificing their own interests and put-
ting their country’s needs ahead of 
their family’s. We cannot in good con-
science reward their service by cutting 
their retirement benefits. 

In closing, Mr. President, more than 
just voicing a commitment to our serv-
ice men and women, we must take 
bold, swift action to put that commit-
ment to work. We must provide them a 
long overdue increase in pay, we must 
reform the pay table to reward per-
formance over longevity, and we must 
repeal the Redux retirement plan. 

Mr. LEVIN. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that William 
Adkins, a National Security fellow on 
the staff of Senator ABRAHAM, be 
granted floor privileges during consid-
eration of S. 4. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent, if it is OK with the 
floor managers, that immediately fol-
lowing disposition of an amendment 
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which I understand is going to be of-
fered by Senator CLELAND, that the 
Chair then recognize the Senator from 
Kansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Georgia is recog-
nized. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, thank 

you very much. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-

sent that my legislative fellow, Debo-
rah Buonassisi, be granted floor privi-
leges to assist me during the debate of 
S. 4. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4 
(Purpose: To extend authorities relating to 

payment of certain bonuses and special pays) 
Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, I offer 

an amendment to S. 4. I think the 
clerk has the amendment. It is a 3-year 
extension of special pay bonuses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia (Mr. CLELAND) 

proposes an amendment numbered 4. 

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of title I, add the following new 

sections: 
SEC. 104. THREE-YEAR EXTENSION OF AUTHORI-

TIES RELATING TO PAYMENT OF 
CERTAIN BONUSES AND SPECIAL 
PAYS. 

(a) AVIATION OFFICER RETENTION BONUS.— 
Section 301b(a) of title 37, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘December 31, 
1999,’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2002,’’. 

(b) REENLISTMENT BONUS FOR ACTIVE MEM-
BERS.—Section 308(g) of title 37, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘Decem-
ber 31, 1999’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 
2002’’. 

(c) ENLISTMENT BONUSES FOR MEMBERS 
WITH CRITICAL SKILLS.—Sections 308a(c) and 
308f(c) of title 37, United States Code, are 
each amended by striking ‘‘December 31, 
1999’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2002’’. 

(d) SPECIAL PAY FOR NUCLEAR-QUALIFIED 
OFFICERS EXTENDING PERIOD OF ACTIVE SERV-
ICE.—Section 312(e) of title 37, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘December 31, 
1999’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2002’’. 

(e) NUCLEAR CAREER ACCESSION BONUS.— 
Section 312b(c) of title 37, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘December 31, 
1999’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2002’’. 

(f) NUCLEAR CAREER ANNUAL INCENTIVE 
BONUS.—Section 312c(d) of title 37, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘any fis-
cal year beginning before October 1, 1998, and 
the 15-month period beginning on that date 
and ending on December 31, 1999’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘the 15-month period beginning on Octo-
ber 1, 1998, and ending on December 31, 1999, 
and any year beginning after December 31, 
1999, and ending before January 1, 2003’’. 
SEC. 105. THREE-YEAR EXTENSION OF CERTAIN 

BONUSES AND SPECIAL PAY AU-
THORITIES FOR RESERVE FORCES. 

(a) SPECIAL PAY FOR HEALTH PROFES-
SIONALS IN CRITICALLY SHORT WARTIME SPE-
CIALTIES.—Section 302g(f) of title 37, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘Decem-

ber 31, 1999’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 
2002’’. 

(b) SELECTED RESERVE REENLISTMENT 
BONUS.—Section 308b(f) of title 37, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘Decem-
ber 31, 1999’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 
2002’’. 

(c) SELECTED RESERVE ENLISTMENT 
BONUS.—Section 308c(e) of title 37, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘Decem-
ber 31, 1999’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 
2002’’. 

(d) SPECIAL PAY FOR ENLISTED MEMBERS 
ASSIGNED TO CERTAIN HIGH PRIORITY UNITS.— 
Section 308d(c) of title 37, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘December 31, 
1999’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2002’’. 

(e) SELECTED RESERVE AFFILIATION 
BONUS.—Section 308e(e) of title 37, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘Decem-
ber 31, 1999’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 
2002’’. 

(f) READY RESERVE ENLISTMENT AND REEN-
LISTMENT BONUS.—Section 308h(g) of title 37, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
‘‘December 31, 1999’’ and inserting ‘‘Decem-
ber 31, 2002’’. 

(g) PRIOR SERVICE ENLISTMENT BONUS.— 
Section 308i(f) of title 37, United States Code, 
is amended by striking ‘‘December 31, 1999’’ 
and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2002’’. 

(h) REPAYMENT OF EDUCATION LOANS FOR 
CERTAIN HEALTH PROFESSIONALS WHO SERVE 
IN THE SELECTED RESERVE.—Section 16302(d) 
of title 10, United States Code, is amended by 
striking ‘‘January 1, 2000’’ and inserting in 
lieu thereof ‘‘January 1, 2003’’. 
SEC. 106. THREE-YEAR EXTENSION OF CERTAIN 

BONUSES AND SPECIAL PAY AU-
THORITIES FOR NURSE OFFICER 
CANDIDATES, REGISTERED NURSES, 
AND NURSE ANESTHETISTS. 

(a) NURSE OFFICER CANDIDATE ACCESSION 
PROGRAM.—Section 2130a(a)(1) of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
‘‘December 31, 1999’’ and inserting ‘‘Decem-
ber 31, 2002’’. 

(b) ACCESSION BONUS FOR REGISTERED 
NURSES.—Section 302d(a)(1) of title 37, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
‘‘December 31, 1999’’ and inserting ‘‘Decem-
ber 31, 2002’’. 

(c) INCENTIVE SPECIAL PAY FOR NURSE AN-
ESTHETISTS.—Section 302e(a)(1) of title 37, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
‘‘December 31, 1999’’ and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘‘December 31, 2002’’. 

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to bring before the Senate my 
amendment to S. 4, the Soldiers’, Sail-
ors’, Airmen’s and Marines’ Bill of 
Rights Act of 1999, which would extend 
key bonuses and special payments to 
the men and women of our armed 
forces for another three years. 

Mr. President, the Secretary of De-
fense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the 
Service Secretaries have all testified 
and stated for the record that recruit-
ing and retention are the most impor-
tant challenges facing our military 
today. 

With a strong economy and the per-
ception of a reduced military threat 
abroad, the incentives to leave the 
military, or to not enlist in the mili-
tary, are greater than ever before. 
However, even with the end of the cold 
war, we have increased our military 
commitments around the world, in 
such places as Bosnia, Iraq, and Soma-
lia. We are now facing a possible use of 
American forces in Kosovo. Those 
brave individuals, who are preparing to 

respond to our Nation’s call deserve 
our every consideration and effort on 
their behalf. That is the whole reason 
of S. 4. 

The amendment I am now offering 
seeks to correct an oversight in the 
pending bill: namely, an extension of 
the authority for the services to pro-
vide special pay incentives for posi-
tions which have been hard to fill. 

The authority for many of these spe-
cial pays and bonuses will expire in De-
cember 1999. My amendment would 
simply extend funding authority 
through the end of 2002. It would give 
the Services the certainty that these 
essential retention tools will continue 
to be available. 

These incentives affect many posi-
tions within our military, ranging from 
bonuses for aviation officers to special 
pay for health professionals. Passage of 
this amendment will reinforce S. 4’s 
message that we as a nation take seri-
ously our commitment to give our 
military the ability to continue to re-
cruit and retain the finest servicemen 
and women in the world. I urge my col-
leagues to further that objective by 
adopting this amendment. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

further debate? 
Mr. ALLARD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Colorado. 
Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, it is my 

understanding that this is included in 
the budget. So we don’t have an objec-
tion on this side. We view it as an im-
portant retention use to help keep our 
enlisted men and women in the armed 
services. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, let me 

commend our friend from Georgia for 
this amendment. He has made a num-
ber of major contributions already to 
this bill, most particularly in the 
transferability provision of the edu-
cation benefits under the GI bill. That 
is a huge gain for our men and women 
in the military and for this Nation. 

Again, as I pointed out earlier, I 
thank him for the initiative that he 
took to have that provision added in 
committee. 

The amendment he is offering this 
afternoon is an important amendment. 
It will extend the authority for 3 years 
to pay bonuses and special pay which 
are so critical to both recruiting and 
retention of our military members, and 
we strongly support this amendment. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, before 
we vote, I want to recognize that Sen-
ator CLELAND is my ranking member 
on the Personnel Subcommittee. He is 
working hard. And I am looking for-
ward to continuing to work on these 
issues that will come up during this 
year. I think our subcommittee is 
going to have some of the toughest 
challenges of any subcommittee on 
Armed Services. It is good to have 
somebody such as Senator CLELAND out 
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there to help, and have somebody who 
served in the military and who walked 
in the shoes of the people whom we are 
passing legislation to have an impact 
on. 

With that, I yield the remainder of 
my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? If not, the question is 
on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from Georgia. 

The amendment (No. 4) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas is recognized. 

f 

KOSOVO 

Mr. ROBERTS. I thank the Presiding 
Officer. I thank the distinguished Sen-
ator from Michigan and my distin-
guished friend and colleague from Colo-
rado for their time. 

This is sort of a news update on 
Kosovo, if I could describe it that way, 
because several Senators have indi-
cated a strong desire to offer amend-
ments to this bill in regard to the 
United States’ role in Kosovo. I hope 
that we won’t do that. We need this bill 
to be expedited to send a strong mes-
sage to our American men and women 
in uniform. This is not to say, however, 
that we do not need a frank discussion 
of ongoing discussions about the 
United States’ role in regard to 
Kosovo. 

I have, as of 3 o’clock this after-
noon—we are about an hour after 
that—the latest report from the peace 
talks in Rambouillet, France. Sec-
retary of State Albright has just indi-
cated that: 

After 17 days of laborious negotiations, 
Secretary of State Madeleine Albright said 
today that ethnic Albanians have agreed to 
sign a Kosovo peace agreement within two 
weeks but the Serbs continue to balk at a 
deal. 

I will go on with this very briefly. 
According to senior U.S. officials, the 

Serbs still refuse to permit ethnic Albanians 
to have a president and are unwilling to co-
operate with a war crimes tribunal looking 
into atrocities against civilians. 

* * * * * 
At a news conference by the six-nation 

Contact Group overseeing the talks, French 
Foreign Minister Hubert Vedrine announced 
that a new conference on the Kosovo conflict 
would be held in France beginning March 15. 

So we have a lull. So the peace talks 
can continue. A cynic might say we 
drew a line in the sand. And yet, at an-
other time we have gone beyond that 
line in the sand and our credibility is 
at stake. 

Robin Cook, Foreign Secretary of 
Great Britain, called for the parties to 
‘‘use these three weeks, use them to 
build peace. . . . We have done a lot 
here, even if we have not done 
enough.’’ 

The agreement came 11⁄2 hours after 
the deadline for the peace conference 
had passed. However, in regard to the 
Serbs, the news is not that good, to say 
the least. Their Deputy Prime Minister 
has described the talks as a bust, blam-
ing the United States officials, who he 
said ‘‘want the blood of the Serbs.’’ 

He said, ‘‘I am afraid the Ram-
bouillet conference failed and we must 
say very clearly who is guilty for that. 
But peace appeared as elusive’’—right 
during these talks, Mr. President. 
‘‘New fighting’’—or continued fighting. 
Actually, it is old and continued and 
new fighting—‘‘broke out between the 
Yugoslav army troops and the Serb po-
lice and the ethnic Albanian rebels.’’ 

So we still have war. 
The reason I brought all of that up is 

that there was an article in Monday’s 
Washington Post written by Dr. Henry 
Kissinger. I think Dr. Kissinger has 
pretty well summed up some of the 
concerns, at least, and the frustrations 
that many Senators have in regard to 
the lack of clarity in regard to the sit-
uation in Kosovo. And, of course, it af-
fects everything we do in the Balkans, 
not to mention Bosnia. 

Dr. Kissinger said this: 
In Bosnia, the exit strategy can be de-

scribed. The existing dividing lines can be 
made permanent. Failure to do so will re-
quire their having to be manned indefinitely 
unless we change our objective to self-deter-
mination and permit each ethnic group to 
decide its own fate. 

But in Kosovo, Dr. Kissinger cer-
tainly pointed out that option doesn’t 
exist. There are no ethnic dividing 
lines and both sides actually claim the 
entire territory. Our attitude, the U.S. 
attitude toward the Serbs attempts to 
insist that their claim has been made 
plain. It is the threat of bombing. But 
how do we and NATO react to Albanian 
transgressions? Are we prepared to 
fight both sides and for how long? 

As a matter of fact, Secretary 
Albright indicated if the Albanians 
didn’t get along, we could not bomb the 
Serbs. That seems to me to be a little 
bit unprecedented and unique. As a 
matter of fact, I think it is a little 
nutty. 

But at any rate, are we prepared to 
fight both sides and for how long? 

In the face of issues such as these, the 
unity of the contact group of powers acting 
on behalf of NATO is likely to dissolve. Rus-
sia surely will increasingly emerge as the 
supporter of the Serbian point of view. 

And then Dr. Kissinger goes on, and I 
will not take the time of the Senate in 
regard to his entire statement, but he 
sums up by saying: ‘‘Each incremental 
deployment into the Balkans is bound 
to weaken our ability to deal with Sad-
dam Hussein and North Korea.’’ 

You draw the line in the sand. That 
time expires, and it is a problem in 
terms of our credibility. 

The psychological drain may be even more 
grave. Each time we make a peripheral de-
ployment, the administration is constrained 
to insist that the danger to American forces 
is minimal—the Kosovo deployment is offi-
cially described as a ‘‘peace implementation 
force.’’ 

Such comments have two unfortunate con-
sequences: They increase the impression 
among Americans that military force can be 
used casualty-free,— 

And obviously that is a big concern 
on the part of everyone— 
and they send a signal of weakness to poten-
tial enemies. For in the end our forces will 
be judged on how adequate they are for peace 
imposition, not peace implementation. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full statement of Dr. Kissinger be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the edi-
torial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 22, 1999] 
NO. U.S. GROUND FORCES FOR KOSOVO 

LEADERSHIP DOESN’T MEAN THAT WE MUST DO 
EVERYTHING OURSELVES 
(By Henry Kissinger) 

President Clinton’s announcement that 
some 4,000 troops will join a NATO force of 
28,000 to help police a Kosovo agreement 
faces all those concerned with long-range 
American national security policy with a 
quandary. 

Having at one time shared responsibility 
for national security policy and the extri-
cation from Vietnam, I am profoundly un-
easy about the proliferation of open-ended 
American commitments involving the de-
ployment of U.S. forces. American forces are 
in harm’s way in Kosovo, Bosnia and the 
gulf. They lack both a definition of strategic 
purpose by which success can be measured 
and an exit strategy. In the case of Kosovo, 
the concern is that America’s leadership 
would be impaired by the refusal of Congress 
to approve American participation in the 
NATO force that has come into being largely 
as a result of a diplomacy conceived and 
spurred by Washington. 

Thus, in the end, Congress may feel it has 
little choice but to go along. In any event, 
its formal approval is not required. But Con-
gress needs to put the administration on no-
tice that it is uneasy about being repeatedly 
confronted with ad hoc military missions. 
The development and articulation of a com-
prehensive strategy is imperative if we are 
to avoid being stretched too thin in the face 
of other foreseeable and militarily more dan-
gerous challenges. 

Before any future deployments take place, 
we must be able to answer these questions: 
What consequences are we seeking to pre-
vent? What goals are we seeking to achieve? 
In what way do they serve the national in-
terest? 

President Clinton has justified American 
troop deployments in Kosovo on the ground 
that ethnic conflict in Yugoslavia threatens 
‘‘Europe’s stability and future.’’ Other ad-
ministration spokesmen have compared the 
challenge to that of Hitler’s threat to Euro-
pean security. Neither statement does jus-
tice to Balkan realities. 

The proposed deployment in Kosovo does 
not deal with any threat to American secu-
rity as traditionally conceived. The threat-
ening escalations sketched by the presi-
dent—to Macedonia or Greece and Turkey— 
are in the long run more likely to result 
from the emergence of a Kosovo state. 

Nor is the Kosovo problem new. Ethnic 
conflict has been endemic in the Balkans for 
centuries. Waves of conquests have 
congealed divisions between ethnic groups 
and religions, between the Eastern Orthodox 
and Catholic faiths; between Christianity 
and Islam; between the heirs of the Austrian 
and Ottoman empires. 

Through the centuries, these conflicts have 
been fought with unparalleled ferocity be-
cause none of the populations has any expe-
rience with—and essentially no belief in— 
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Western concepts of toleration. Majority 
rule and compromise that underlie most of 
the proposals for a ‘‘solution’’ never have 
found an echo in the Balkans. 

Moreover, the projected Kosovo agreement 
is unlikely to enjoy the support of the par-
ties for a long period of time. For Serbia, ac-
quiescing under the threat of NATO bom-
bardment, it involves nearly unprecedented 
international intercession. Yugoslavia, a 
sovereign state, is being asked to cede con-
trol and in time sovereignty of a province 
containing its national shrines to foreign 
military force. 

Though President Slobodan Milosevic has 
much to answer for, especially in Bosnia, he 
is less the cause of the conflict in Kosovo 
than an expression of it. On the need to re-
tain Kosovo, Serbian leaders—including 
Milosevic’s domestic opponents—seem 
united. For Serbia, current NATO policy 
means either dismemberment of the country 
or postponement of the conflict to a future 
date when, according to the NATO proposal, 
the future of the province will be decided. 

The same attitude governs the Albanian 
side. The Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA) is 
fighting for independence, not autonomy. 
But under the projected agreement, Kosovo, 
now an integral part of Serbia, is to be made 
an autonomous and self-governing entity 
within Serbia, which, however, will remain 
responsible for external security and even 
exercise some unspecified internal police 
functions. A plebiscite at the end of three 
years is to determine the region’s future. 

The KLA is certain to try to use the cease- 
fire to expel the last Serbian influences from 
the province and drag its feet on giving up 
its arms. And if NATO resists, it may come 
under attack itself—perhaps from both sides. 
What is described by the administration as a 
‘‘strong peace agreement’’ is likely to be at 
best the overture to another, far more com-
plicated set of conflicts. 

Ironically, the projected peace agreement 
increases the likelihood of the various pos-
sible escalations sketched by the president 
as justification for a U.S. deployment. An 
independent Albanian Kosovo surely would 
seek to incorporate the neighboring Alba-
nian minorities—mostly in Macedonia—and 
perhaps even Albania itself. And a Macedo-
nian conflict would land us precisely back in 
the Balkan wars of earlier in this century. 
Will Kosovo then become the premise for a 
NATO move into Macedonia, just as the de-
ployment in Bosnia is invoked as justifica-
tion for the move into Kosovo? Is NATO to 
be the home for a whole series of Balkan 
NATO protectorates? 

What confuses the situation even more is 
that the American missions in Bosnia and 
Kosovo are justified by different, perhaps in-
compatible, objectives. In Bosnia, American 
deployment is being promoted as a means to 
unite Croats, Muslims and Serbs into a sin-
gle state. Serbs and Croats prefer to practice 
self-determination but are being asked to 
subordinate their preference to the geo-
political argument that a small Muslim Bos-
nian state would be too precarious and 
irredentist. But in Kosovo, national self-de-
termination is invoked to produce a tiny 
state nearly certain to be irredentist. 

Since neither traditional concepts of the 
national interest nor U.S. security impel the 
deployment, the ultimate justification is the 
laudable and very American goal of easing 
human suffering. This is why, in the end, I 
went along with the Dayton agreement inso-
far as it ended the war by separating the 
contending forces. But I cannot bring myself 
to endorse American ground forces in 
Kosovo. 

In Bosnia, the exit strategy can be de-
scribed. The existing dividing lines can be 
made permanent. Failure to do so will re-

quire their having to be manned indefinitely 
unless we change our objective to self-deter-
mination and permit each ethnic group to 
decide its own fate. 

In Kosovo, that option does not exist. 
There are no ethnic dividing lines, and both 
sides claim the entire territory. America’s 
attitude toward the Serbs’ attempts to insist 
on their claim has been made plain enough; 
it is the threat of bombing. But how do we 
and NATO react to Albanian transgressions 
and irredentism? Are we prepared to fight 
both sides and for how long? In the face of 
issues such as these, the unity of the contact 
group of powers acting on behalf of NATO is 
likely to dissolve. Russia surely will increas-
ingly emerge as the supporter of the Serbian 
point of view. 

We must take care not to treat a humani-
tarian foreign policy as a magic recipe for 
the basic problem of establishing priorities 
in foreign policy. The president’s statements 
‘‘that we can make a difference’’ and that 
America symbolizes hope and resolve’’ are 
exhortations, not policy prescription. Do 
they mean that America’s military power is 
available to enable every ethnic or religious 
group to achieve self-determination? Is 
NATO to become the artillery for ethnic con-
flict? If Kosovo, why not East Africa or Cen-
tral Asia? And would a doctrine of universal 
humanitarian intervention reduce or in-
crease suffering by intensifying ethnic and 
religious conflict? What are the limits of 
such a policy and by what criteria is it es-
tablished? 

In my view, that line should be drawn at 
American ground forces in Kosovo. Euro-
peans never tire of stressing the need for 
greater European autonomy. Here is an occa-
sion to demonstrate it. If Kosovo presents a 
security problem, it is to Europe, largely be-
cause of the refugees the conflict might gen-
erate, as the president has pointed out. 
Kosovo is no more a threat to America than 
Haiti was to Europe—and we never asked for 
NATO support there. The nearly 300 million 
Europeans should be able to generate the 
ground forces to deal with 2.3 million 
Kosovars. To symbolize Allied unity on larg-
er issues, we should provide logistics, intel-
ligence and air support. But I see no need for 
U.S. ground forces; leadership should not be 
interpreted to mean that we must do every-
thing ourselves. 

Soonor or later, we must articulate the 
American capability to sustain a global pol-
icy. The desire to do so landed us in the Viet-
nam morass. Even if one stipulates an Amer-
ican strategic interest in Kosovo (which I do 
not), we must take care not to stretch our-
selves too thin in the face of far less ominous 
threats in the Middle East and Northeast 
Asia. 

Each incremental deployment into the 
Balkans is bound to weaken our ability to 
deal with Saddam Hussein and North Korea. 
The psychological drain may be even more 
grave. Each time we make a peripheral de-
ployment, the administration is constrained 
to insist that the danger to American forces 
is minimal—the Kosovo deployment is offi-
cially described as a ‘‘peace implementation 
force.’’ 

Such comments have two unfortunate con-
sequences: They increase the impression 
among Americans that military force can be 
used casualty-free, and they send a signal of 
weakness to potential enemies. For in the 
end our forces will be judged on how ade-
quate they are for peace imposition, not 
peace implementation. 

I always am inclined to support the incum-
bent administration in a forceful assertion of 
the national interest. And as a passionate 
believer in the NATO alliance, I make the 
distinctions between European and American 
security interests in the Balkans with the 

utmost reluctance. But support for a strong 
foreign policy and a strong NATO surely will 
evaporate if we fail to anchor them in a dear 
definition of the national interest and im-
part a sense of direction to our foreign policy 
in a period of turbulent change. 

Mr. ROBERTS. The reason that I 
brought this up is that we have several 
Senators who are considering amend-
ments on Kosovo. One I think would 
simply say that the Congress would 
have to vote before any deployment of 
any American pilot in any kind of a 
military mission and/or ground troops 
would set foot on Kosovo. That is the 
extra step, if you will, to certainly in-
clude the Congress in any decision-
making. But I would point out to my 
colleagues, and I made mention of this 
when I spoke on behalf of this bill, i.e., 
the bill in regard to retirement reform 
and pay reform, and I pointed out that 
we have in the law—and let me just 
point out it is Public Law 105–262, Octo-
ber 17, 1998. It is a public law, and the 
President signed it. And there is sec-
tion 8115(a), and we say: 

None of the funds appropriated or other-
wise made available under this Act may be 
obligated or expended for any additional de-
ployment of forces of the Armed Forces of 
the United States to Yugoslavia, Albania, or 
Macedonia unless and until the President, 
after consultation with the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives, the Majority 
Leader of the Senate, the minority leader of 
the House of Representatives, and the minor-
ity of the Senate, transmits to Congress a re-
port on the deployment that includes the fol-
lowing: 

And I want my colleagues to under-
stand this. This is the law of the land. 
And the National Security Council is 
aware of this. As a matter of fact, my 
staff just an hour ago contacted the 
staff at the National Security Council, 
and we said, ‘‘Where is the report?’’ We 
keep hearing about progress and incre-
mental steps or lack of progress with 
the peace talks and yet we have 4,000, 
5,000, maybe 7,000 American troops 
ready to deploy in regard to Kosovo. 
This requires the administration to 
come to the Congress and report on the 
following things: 

The President’s certification that the pres-
ence of those forces in each country to which 
the forces are to be deployed is necessary in 
the national security interests of the United 
States. 

That is pretty basic. Does our in-
volvement really involve our vital na-
tional security interests? Can a case be 
made? 

Now, the President spoke to it in 
terms of his radio address. I think that 
is good. That is the first time he has 
spoken to it on national radio. But we 
really need to know why is our inter-
vention in Kosovo in our vital national 
security interests? Is it the future of 
NATO? I think so to some degree. Are 
we talking about we don’t want an-
other Palestine in the middle of Cen-
tral Europe? I know that. But vital na-
tional security interests? I don’t know. 

(2) The reasons why the deployment is in 
the national security interests. . . . 

(3) The number of United States military 
personnel to be deployed. . . . 
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(4) The mission and objectives of forces to 

be deployed. 
(5) The expected schedule for accom-

plishing the objectives of the deployment. 
(6) The exit strategy— 

Mr. President, the exit strategy— 
for United States forces engaged in the de-
ployment. 

We are talking about a 3-year en-
gagement here. This is 4 years in re-
gard to Bosnia. 

The costs associated with the deployment 
and the funding sources for paying those 
costs. 

Now, I have quite a bit of blood pres-
sure in this regard since we have spent 
literally billions of dollars in Bosnia 
but we didn’t pay for it up front. We 
didn’t pay for it with a supplemental. 
We do pay for it when the pressure 
comes on the appropriators to come up 
with an emergency funding request. So 
we need to find out what the costs 
would be in regard to this deployment. 

And finally: 
The anticipated effects of the deployment 

on the morale, retention and effectiveness of 
United States forces. 

I made mention that one of the con-
siderations why the people are leaving 
the service today is the quality of mis-
sion, and we have the situation where 
60 percent of our service people today 
are married, obviously part of families, 
and they go to Bosnia, and perhaps 
Kosovo, and the Mideast and Korea, 
and we do not have enough people to 
really fill those billets now so they are 
deployed for 6 months, 9 months, come 
back for a month, bang, they are right 
over there again, plus the Reserve and 
the Guard. That is one of the consider-
ations in regard to operation tempo, 
personnel tempo, as to why people are 
leaving the service, but mission quality 
is also a good reason. That is No. 8 in 
regard to the anticipated effects of the 
deployment on the morale, the reten-
tion and effectiveness of U.S. forces. 

Now, we say if there is an emergency 
here in terms of our national security, 
obviously the President can intercede. 

Now, I want to see this report. We 
met with Secretary Albright, Sec-
retary Cohen, and our national secu-
rity director, Sandy Berger, about 2 
weeks ago during the impeachment 
trial. It was early in the morning. We 
made them aware of this particular 
provision in this report. Now, I under-
stand from staff of the NSC that a re-
port will be coming, because in the 
words of the staff member, ‘‘There is a 
lull over in Kosovo.’’ We have a 3 week 
time period to try to work something 
else out in regard to the peace agree-
ment. 

Let me just point out something, Mr. 
President. The Secretary of State said 
that we would not commit American 
men and women to a peacekeeping role 
in Kosovo unless there were bench-
marks for peace. I would only remind 
this administration and my colleagues, 
on behalf of all those in the military, 
that if you are a peacekeeper, there 
better be a peace to keep because when 
there is not a peace to keep, you be-

come a target. That is a whole dif-
ferent situation. 

So, consequently, I am very hopeful 
that the National Security Council will 
be coming forth with this report and 
giving the report to our leadership and 
the appropriate committee chairs. 
Since this is the law, perhaps we can 
think about delaying any other amend-
ments to this bill in regard to the 
Kosovo situation. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does any 

Senator seek recognition? 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, we are 

making progress on this bill. I hope in 
short order we can address the pending 
amendment by the Senators from 
Texas and North Carolina, but I am not 
ready yet. I am trying my very, very 
best to determine what are the cost 
ramifications of each of these amend-
ments as they come along. At the mo-
ment, we are close to isolating the fi-
nancial repercussions of the amend-
ment of the Senators from Texas and 
North Carolina. 

I see the Senator from Maine, so at 
this moment I will yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine is recognized. 

Ms. SNOWE. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I am honored to serve 

as an original co-sponsor of the Sol-
diers’, Sailors’, Airmen’s, and Marines’ 
Bill of Rights Act of 1999 in the name 
of the hundreds of thousands of men 
and women trained to deter, fight, and 
win our wars. 

I also thank Senators WARNER, 
ALLARD, LEVIN, and CLELAND for their 
bipartisan support of the legislation’s 
universal 4.8 percent pay raise and 
thrift savings proposals as well as the 
constructive amendments on G.I. bill 
reform incorporated in the committee- 
reported version of the bill. 

The Bill of Rights Act legalizes the 
concept that military personnel should 
receive the same retirement benefits 
based not on the arbitrary factor of 
when they joined, but on the timeless 
standard of willingness to sacrifice. 

It is notable, therefore, that the Sen-
ate’s opening legislation of the year in-
creases soldier pay for the first time in 
a generation and strips away the layers 
of unfairness in a military retirement 
system based solely on the date of 
entry rather than the length of service. 
Unilke the current arrangement, which 
is more generous to active duty per-
sonnel who started working before 1986, 
our proposal of benefits and bonuses of-
fers the same retirement package to all 
men and women in uniform who build a 
military career of at least 20 years. 

Today, we also commit ourselves to a 
comprehensive pay raise of 4.8 per-
cent—the largest since 1982—that nar-
rows the gap between military and ci-
vilian salaries. 

We commit ourselves, as Secretary 
Cohen did last month in recommending 
salary increases for noncommissioned 
and mid-grade commissioned officers, 
to retention and promotion bonuses 
that reward the skills of 21st century 
war fighters. 

We commit ourselves for the first 
time ever to making long-term savings 
plans available to uniformed service 
members so that they can build a foun-
dation for family security. 

We commit ourselves to increases the 
monthly G.I. benefit for Service people 
who serve at least for 2 years while 
eliminating the punitive $1,200 entry 
fee for young men and women who 
want to take advantage of a college 
education under this historic program. 

And we commit ourselves to financial 
independence for the junior enlisted 
ranks by making available a special 
subsistence allowance of $180 per 
month as an alternative to food stamp 
subsidies. This provision will remove 
from the welfare rolls an estimated 
11,900 military personnel in the lowest 
pay grades. 

Beginning last September and con-
tinuing through the new year, the com-
mittee constructed a public record of 
the financial and operational strains 
that our military people have endured 
in recent times. 

We found that the total value of the 
Army’s retirement package had eroded 
by 25 percent since 1986. We also found 
that inadequate pay left the Navy 
short of 7,000 sailors, the Air Force 
short of 2,000 pilots, and the Marine 
Corps short of combat engineers by a 
threshold of 30 percent. 

Last month, General Henry Shelton, 
the nation’s senior official in uniform, 
told the Armed Services Committee 
that ‘‘reforming military retirement 
remains the Joint Chiefs highest pri-
ority.’’ 

Echoing General Shelton, the Air 
Force Chief of Staff told the committee 
that ‘‘restoring the retirement system 
as a retention incentive is our top pri-
ority.’’ 

The Commandant of the Marine 
Corps told the committee that ‘‘unit 
commanders routinely cite dissatisfac-
tion with . . . retirement . . . as one 
of the foremost reasons for separa-
tion.’’ 

And the Chief of Naval Operations 
told the Committee that ‘‘pay and re-
tirement benefits rank among our sail-
ors’ top dissatisfiers.’’ 

As the chairwoman of the Armed 
Services Seapower Subcommittee, I 
must report that inadequate pay has 
directly strained our maritime Special 
Operations forces—famously known as 
the Navy SEALS. 

The SEALS conduct vital intel-
ligence-gathering and enemy infiltra-
tion activities in advance of, or as an 
alternative to, higher risk conven-
tional military campaigns. Intense 
training schedules and exciting mis-
sions have traditionally held SEAL re-
cruitment and retention levels tradi-
tionally exceed those for most other 
naval components by between 20 and 30 
percent. 

But today, the SEAL re-enlistment 
rate exceeds that for the rest of the 
Service by only 2 percent. The SEALS 
now face an overall shortfall of 300 
men, and the senior enlisted member of 
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the organization told the San Diego 
Tribune last week that while morale 
was still high, the pay was too low. 

Beyond the SEALS, Mr. President, 
the Navy struggles with skilled per-
sonnel shortages throughout the Serv-
ice. Thirty-five percent of naval avi-
ators elect to take retention bonuses 
while the Pentagon’s goal in this area 
stands at 50 percent. Enlisted retention 
overall has decreased 6 to 8 percent 
below normal requirements. 

Finally, the most acute turnover 
rates faced by our sailors come from 
the ranks of those who lead them: the 
mid-level officers who command our 
surface ships and submarines. 

The Bill of Rights Act responds in an 
aggressive way to these disturbing de-
velopments. With this law, we declare 
that while Congress cannot equalize 
the financial benefits of all Armed 
Services and private sector jobs, it can 
devise compensation plans upholding 
the value of military careers regardless 
of the state of the economy. 

It’s fair to ask, Mr. President, why 
the Joint Chiefs did not identify prob-
lems like a ballistic missile strike from 
North Korea or Iraq’s chemical weap-
ons as more serious threats to military 
preparedness than pay levels or retire-
ment benefits. 

The answer rests with a fundamental 
but overlooked fact: only people can 
deliver the capabilities to protect 
America and her interests overseas. We 
must therefore ensure that the mili-
tary’s pay and retirement policies pro-
vide strong retention incentives to 
skilled and motivated troops. 

Military strength not only comes 
from adequate spending on technology 
and hardware. It also comes from com-
pensation packages that inspire offi-
cers and enlisted personnel alike to re-
main in service with fair pay and to an-
ticipate a secure retirement with a fair 
pension. 

Because the Soldiers’, Sailors’, Air-
men’s, and Marines’ Bill of Rights Act 
of 1999 recognizes the critical human 
dimension of defense preparedness, I 
urge the Senate’s enthusiastic support 
for this bill. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. President, I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, in con-
sultation with the ranking member 
here, and with the respective offices of 
the leadership, it is our hope and ex-
pectation that we could have a vote at 
5:30 on the amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Texas and the Senator 
from North Carolina. I urge all those 
who wish to address remarks con-
cerning that amendment to proceed to 
the floor. And as they arrive, hopefully 

they can seek recognition. This is a 
very important bill. It is one in which 
there will be further discussion. 

Our colleague from Minnesota has an 
amendment, it is my understanding. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota is recognized. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 

first of all, let me thank both my col-
leagues, the Senator from Virginia and 
the Senator from Michigan. 

AMENDMENT NO. 16 
(Purpose: To provide for enhanced protec-

tions of the confidentiality of records of 
family advocacy services and other profes-
sional support services relating to inci-
dents of sexual harassment, sexual abuse, 
and intrafamily abuse) 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk on be-
half of myself and Senator MURRAY. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 

WELLSTONE], for himself and Mrs. MURRAY, 
proposes an amendment numbered 16. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair. 
The amendment is as follows: 
On page 46, after line 16, add the following: 

SEC. 402. REPORT AND REGULATIONS ON DE-
PARTMENT OF DEFENSE POLICIES 
ON PROTECTING THE CONFIDEN-
TIALITY OF COMMUNICATIONS WITH 
PROFESSIONALS PROVIDING THERA-
PEUTIC OR RELATED SERVICES RE-
GARDING SEXUAL OR DOMESTIC 
ABUSE. 

(a) REQUIREMENT FOR STUDY.—(1) The 
Comptroller General shall study the policies, 
procedures, and practices of the military de-
partments for protecting the confidentiality 
of communications between— 

(A) a dependent of a member of the Armed 
Forces who— 

(i) is a victim of sexual harassment, sexual 
assault, or intrafamily abuse; or 

(ii) has engaged in such misconduct; and 
(B) a therapist, counselor, advocate, or 

other professional from whom the dependent 
seeks professional services in connection 
with effects of such misconduct. 

(2) The Comptroller General shall conclude 
the study and submit to the Secretary of De-
fense a report on the results of the study 
within such period as is necessary to enable 
the Secretary to satisfy the reporting re-
quirement under subsection (d). 

(b) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall prescribe in regulations the poli-
cies and procedures that the Secretary con-
siders necessary to provide the maximum 
possible protections for the confidentiality 
of communications described in subsection 
(a) relating to misconduct described in that 
subsection, consistent with: 

(1) the findings of the Comptroller General; 
(2) the standards of confidentiality and 

ethical standards issued by relevant profes-
sional organizations; 

(3) applicable requirements of federal and 
state law; 

(4) the best interest of victims of sexual 
harassment, sexual assault, or intrafamily 
abuse; and 

(5) such other factors as the Secretary in 
consultation with the Attorney General, 
may consider appropriate. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
this amendment is simple and it is im-
portant. It calls on the Defense Depart-
ment to issue new guidelines that will 
strengthen the privacy rights of vic-
tims of domestic violence who are 
spouses and children of our military 
employees. 

Just a little bit of background. And 
it calls for this to be done in an expedi-
tious manner, I think within a 9-month 
period. 

Mr. President, domestic violence—ac-
tually, I am sorry to say on the floor of 
the Senate—is a huge problem and a 
huge issue in our country. About every 
15 seconds a woman is battered in her 
home. A home should be a safe place, 
but all too often it is not. And this af-
fects women and children. And I say 
this is nationwide, because I would not 
want any colleague to think that the 
focus here is just on the military. 

Battering is one of the single great-
est causes of injury to women. Accord-
ing to the Department of Justice sta-
tistics, of the 1.4 million hospital emer-
gency room admissions in 1994, about a 
quarter of them were treated for inju-
ries from domestic violence. The preva-
lence of violence against women associ-
ated with the U.S. Armed Forces is 
deeply disturbing. The dependent vic-
tims of violent crimes in the Armed 
Forces are particularly vulnerable due 
to isolation, the mobile lifestyle, and 
financial security—some of which we 
are trying to deal with in our legisla-
tion. 

The Department of Defense data esti-
mates that on average 23.2 per 1,000 
spouses of military personnel experi-
enced domestic violence in the last 5 
years. According to an Army survey re-
leased to Time Magazine, spousal abuse 
is occurring in one of every three Army 
families each year. So unfortunately it 
is a problem. 

Here is the problem that we are try-
ing to rectify: In civilian society we 
recognize the confidentiality of com-
munications so that if a woman sees a 
doctor or she sees someone else, a men-
tal health worker or someone she needs 
to see to give her help, there is con-
fidentiality. But we do not have the 
same confidentiality for spouses of our 
Armed Forces personnel and their chil-
dren. And so what we are trying to do 
is to make sure that we have the same 
guarantees of confidentiality. 

When you do not have the confiden-
tiality—and, again, we believe and we 
agree that our military is absolutely 
correct that when it comes to those 
that are enlisted in the military, there 
is a problem with confidentiality be-
cause you want to know what is going 
on with that soldier if you are about to 
put that soldier in a combat situation. 
But I am not talking actually about 
the military; I am talking about the 
spouses and the children. We want to 
make sure that the victims are not re-
traumatized. 

What happens too often, I say to my 
colleagues, right now—and I think 
there is an acknowledgement of this; I 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 23:02 Nov 14, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00023 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S23FE9.REC S23FE9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1766 February 23, 1999 
think this amendment is a positive 
step; I really do—what happens all too 
often is that many women are afraid to 
step forward because the conversation 
they have with their doctor, or wher-
ever they go, is not confidential; it be-
comes public, it becomes released to 
too many people. And therefore what 
happens is she has to worry that her 
husband may, in fact, take action 
against her. So many women are 
afraid. They are afraid to tell anyone 
about what is happening to them. They 
are afraid to tell anyone that they 
themselves are being battered or that 
their children are being battered. 

So let me just kind of conclude with 
an example. Annette—I do not want to 
use any full names—is the former wife 
of a naval chief petty officer and the 
mother of two young children. She was 
routinely beaten by him from June 1994 
through 1996. Military protective or-
ders and civilian restraining orders 
failed to protect her and her children. 
Her ex-husband was charged with 21 of-
fenses by the U.S. Navy, including 
eight assault charges involving An-
nette. He was ultimately court- 
martialed. 

During the military’s investigation 
of abuse, she was interviewed in the 
presence of her batterer, and her 
batterer’s command was notified, 
which resulted in a brutal escalation of 
the violence toward Annette. At his 
court-martial proceedings, her dating 
and marital history were reviewed pub-
licly by prosecuting attorneys. 

We need to ensure that military 
wives and dependents like Annette are 
given the same rights of privacy and 
confidentiality as civilian victims. 
That is what this is about. It calls on 
the Defense Department to basically 
issue some guidelines that will give 
these military wives and dependents 
the same rights of privacy and con-
fidentiality that any other civilian vic-
tim has right now. 

This will make an enormous dif-
ference, I say to my colleagues. We 
bring these amendments to the floor. I 
am so pleased it is supported. I thank 
both my colleagues for this. I certainly 
hope that we will keep this in con-
ference committee. I hope I will have 
their support because this really will 
make an important difference. It is 
really very important. 

I thank Senator MURRAY. I hope she 
will have time to come down. I thank 
both my colleagues for their support. 

(Disturbance in the Visitors’ Gal-
leries.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The gal-
lery will please refrain from com-
menting on comments made by Sen-
ators. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I come 
to the floor to urge my Colleagues to 
support the pending Wellstone amend-
ment. I want to thank Senator 
WELLSTONE for his efforts on behalf of 
battered spouses in the military and 
commend him for his diligence on this 
issue. 

As many of you know, both Senator 
WELLSTONE and I have worked hard to 

address the needs of victims of domes-
tic violence. Stopping domestic vio-
lence should be a priority regardless of 
whether or not the batterer is a civil-
ian or member of the military. Unfor-
tunately, we have not yet done enough 
to protect military dependants who are 
victims of abuse. 

The Wellstone amendment would pro-
tect the privacy of military depend-
ent’s medical and counseling records. 
Currently, dependents of the military 
are not afforded the same assumption 
of privacy as civilian are for their med-
ical records. If a spouse of a member of 
the military is battered and she seeks 
health care services for the treatment 
of the abuse, her records should not be-
come public where they could later be 
used against her. 

We know one of the most important 
factors for domestic violence victims is 
privacy. If a battered woman seeks 
help in an emergency room or through 
a counselor, her medical records re-
main private. The records cannot be re-
leased without her consent. This as-
sumption of privacy is crucial for 
women to come forward and ask for 
help. Because there is no assumption of 
privacy for military dependents, the 
chances that these women to will seek 
medical help and counseling is severely 
reduced. 

We have heard from advocates that 
work with battered military depend-
ents. They have seen how this lack of 
privacy protection affects their ability 
to help victims of domestic violence 
and their children. They have told us 
that this change is necessary and im-
portant. I urge my Colleagues to listen 
to the recommendations of those who 
are truly on the front lines in pre-
venting domestic violence. They know 
this is the right thing to do. 

This amendment has been adopted in 
the past by the Senate and I urge my 
Colleagues to again send the message 
to battered military dependents that 
they should never fear seeking medical 
help or counseling and that they do not 
have to remain in violent, abusive rela-
tionships. 

I urge my Colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ 
on this amendment. 

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. We thank the Senator 

for bringing this important initiative 
to the attention of the committee. And 
the committee accepts this amend-
ment. I hope that it will be accepted by 
all of our colleagues. Does the Senator 
require a rollcall or a voice vote? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I am pleased not 
to have a call for the yeas and nays, 
but rather a voice vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SANTORUM). The Senator from Michi-
gan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, let me 
congratulate our good friend from Min-
nesota for this amendment. This is a 
very, very, perceptive amendment. 

What he is doing here is requiring 
that the Comptroller General make a 

study in a report to the Department of 
Defense on policies that would protect 
the confidentiality of communications 
between military dependents who are 
victims of sexual harassment, sexual 
assault or intrafamily abuse or who 
have engaged in such misconduct; and 
therapists, counselors and advocates 
from whom the victim seeks profes-
sional services. The Senator has point-
ed out that without this confiden-
tiality, the victims of this kind of 
abuse and behavior are a lot less likely 
to use what is available to them in 
terms of counseling, medical services 
and protection. This becomes a very es-
sential ingredient in protecting the 
victims of this kind of abuse. Without 
this confidentiality, we don’t have the 
necessary protection that will give the 
assurance to these victims. 

I want to commend Senator 
WELLSTONE and Senator MURRAY for 
this amendment. I hope it has prompt 
and swift approval of this body. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank my col-
leagues. Before we have the voice vote, 
I thank Charlotte Oldham-Moore of my 
staff for doing a lot of work, and I 
thank the people around the country 
for helping us. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate on the amendment, 
the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment (No. 16) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WARNER. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I wish 
to advise colleagues that we are pro-
ceeding toward a vote at 5:30. I am anx-
ious to receive the further comments 
from those Senators actively sup-
porting the bill of the Senator from 
Texas and the Senator from North 
Carolina. I anticipate their appearance 
here very shortly. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SMITH of Oregon). Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, leader-
ship has now authorized the managers 
of the bill to advise the Senate that 
there will be a vote at 5:30 tonight on 
the amendments of the Senators from 
Texas and North Carolina. I see both 
Senators present. I yield the floor for 
their concluding remarks. 

I wonder if I might just propound a 
question that I hope the Senator will 
address in the course of her remarks. 
My colleague and I, as managers of the 
bill, want to be careful about trying to 
limit the amount of additional funds 
put on. After careful study of the Sen-
ator’s amendment, it is my view that 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 23:02 Nov 14, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00024 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S23FE9.REC S23FE9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1767 February 23, 1999 
all authorization and funding is discre-
tionary. Am I correct in that? 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Yes. I say to the 
distinguished chairman that we are ob-
viously saying to the Department of 
Defense that we want to improve the 
TRICARE system if they find that it is 
feasible to do so. Obviously, they are 
going to have to find it feasible. But 
the priorities that are set will improve 
TRICARE and particularly allow im-
mediately—well, when the amendment 
takes effect a year from now. But there 
will be no cost to allowing people to be 
able to go to another base and keep 
their TRICARE system in place. There 
is no cost in that. 

Mr. WARNER. So the Secretary of 
Defense would have the discretion to 
exercise within his appropriated fund 
budget in the health care account. Am 
I correct on that item? 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. That is correct. 
Mr. WARNER. Is the Senator from 

North Carolina agreeing to that? 
Mr. EDWARDS. That is correct. 
Mr. WARNER. Therefore, it is the 

joint judgment of both sponsors that 
there is no point of order. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Absolutely. In 
fact, I think what we are trying to do, 
of course, is to give the Department 
the ability to do some of the things 
that it would like to be able to do to 
improve the service. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank both of my 
colleagues. Thank you very much. I 
yield the floor. We will have a vote at 
5:30. 

First, has the Chair established that 
vote at 5:30? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator wish to make that in the form 
of a unanimous consent? 

Mr. WARNER. I so make that request 
of the Chair. 

Mr. LEVIN. We have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 18 

(Purpose: To improve the TRICARE 
program.) 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Texas [Mrs. HUTCHISON], 

for herself, Mr. Edwards, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. 
HELMS, Mr. FITZGERALD, Mr. COVERDELL, Mr. 
JOHNSON, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. BINGAMAN, and 
Mr. SANTORUM, proposes an amendment 
numbered 18. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 46, after line 16, add the following: 

TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS 
SEC. 501. IMPROVEMENT OF TRICARE PROGRAM. 

(a) IMPROVEMENT OF TRICARE PROGRAM.— 
(1) Chapter 55 of title 10, United States Code, 
is amended by inserting after section 1097a 
the following new section: 

‘‘§ 1097b. TRICARE: comparability of benefits 
with benefits under Federal Employees 
Health Benefits program; other require-
ments and authorities 
‘‘(a) COMPARABILITY OF BENEFITS.—The 

Secretary of Defense shall, to the maximum 
extent practicable, ensure that the health 
care coverage available through the 
TRICARE program is substantially similar 
to the health care coverage available under 
similar health benefits plans offered under 
the Federal Employees Health Benefits pro-
gram established under chapter 89 of title 5. 

‘‘(b) PORTABILITY OF BENEFITS.—The Sec-
retary of Defense shall provide that any cov-
ered beneficiary enrolled in the TRICARE 
program may receive benefits under that 
program at facilities that provide benefits 
under that program throughout the various 
regions of that program. 

‘‘(c) PATIENT MANAGEMENT.—(1) The Sec-
retary of Defense shall, to the maximum ex-
tent practicable, minimize the authorization 
or certification requirements imposed upon 
covered beneficiaries under the TRICARE 
program as a condition of access to benefits 
under that program. 

‘‘(2) The Secretary of Defense shall, to the 
maximum extent practicable, utilize prac-
tices for processing claims under the 
TRICARE program that are similar to the 
best industry practices for processing claims 
for health care services in a simplified and 
expedited manner. To the maximum extent 
practicable, such practices shall include 
electronic processing of claims. 

‘‘(d) REIMBURSEMENT OF HEALTH CARE PRO-
VIDERS.—(1) Subject to paragraph (2), the 
Secretary of Defense may increase the reim-
bursement provided to health care providers 
under the TRICARE program above the re-
imbursement otherwise authorized such pro-
viders under that program if the Secretary 
determines that such increase is necessary in 
order to ensure the availability of an ade-
quate number of qualified health care pro-
viders under that program. 

‘‘(2) The amount of reimbursement pro-
vided under paragraph (1) with respect to a 
health care service may not exceed the lesser 
of— 

‘‘(A) the amount equal to the local usual 
and customary charge for the service in the 
service area (as determined by the Sec-
retary) in which the service is provided; or 

‘‘(B) the amount equal to 115 per cent of 
the CHAMPUS maximum allowable charge 
for the service. 

‘‘(e) AUTHORITY FOR CERTAIN THIRD-PARTY 
COLLECTIONS.—(1) A medical treatment facil-
ity of the uniformed services under the 
TRICARE program may collect from a third- 
party payer the reasonable charges for 
health care services described in paragraph 
(2) that are incurred by the facility on behalf 
of a covered beneficiary under that program 
to the extent that the beneficiary would be 
eligible to receive reimbursement or indem-
nification from the third-party payer if the 
beneficiary were to incur such charges on 
the beneficiary’s own behalf. 

‘‘(2) The reasonable charges described in 
this paragraph are reasonable charges for 
services or care covered by the medicare pro-
gram under title XVIII of the Social Secu-
rity Act. 

‘‘(3) The collection of charges, and the uti-
lization of amounts collected, under this sub-
section shall be subject to the provisions of 
section 1095 of this title. The term ‘reason-
able costs’, as used in that section shall be 
deemed for purposes of the application of 
that section to this subsection to refer to the 
reasonable charges described in paragraph 
(2). 

‘‘(f) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall carry out any actions under this 

section after consultation with the other ad-
ministering Secretaries.’’. 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
chapter 55 of such title is amended by insert-
ing after the item relating to section 1097a 
the following new item: 
‘‘1097b. TRICARE: comparability of benefits 

with benefits under Federal 
Employees Health Benefits pro-
gram; other requirements and 
authorities.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect one 
year after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(c) REPORT ON IMPLEMENTATION.—(1) Not 
later than 6 months after the date of the en-
actment of this Act, the Secretary of De-
fense, in consultation with the other admin-
istering Secretaries, shall submit to Con-
gress a report assessing the effects of the im-
plementation of the requirements and au-
thorities set forth in section 1097b of title 10, 
United States Code (as added by subsection 
(a)). 

(2) The report shall include the following: 
(A) An assessment of the cost of the imple-

mentation of such requirements and authori-
ties. 

(B) An assessment whether or not the im-
plementation of any such requirements and 
authorities will result in the utilization by 
the TRICARE program of the best industry 
practices with respect to the matters cov-
ered by such requirements and authorities. 

(3) In this subsection, the term ‘‘admin-
istering Secretaries’’ has the meaning given 
that term in section 1072(3) of title 10, United 
States Code. 

(d) INAPPLICABILITY OF REPORTING REQUIRE-
MENTS.—The reports required by section 401 
shall not address the amendments made by 
subsection (a). 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
want to announce the cosponsors for 
whom I am offering this amendment. 
The cosponsors are Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. 
HAGEL, Mr. HELMS, Mr. FITZGERALD, 
Mr. COVERDELL, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. BINGAMAN, and Mr. 
SANTORUM. 

Mr. President, this is an amendment 
that I think goes very well in the bill 
before us. This is a military Bill of 
Rights. This bill is going to try to help 
alleviate a very bad situation that we 
have with our military. Right now we 
are having a hard time recruiting. We 
have had the worst recruiting year in 
the Army for the United States since 
1979. We are having a hard time retain-
ing our best people. For every two pi-
lots that we lose, we are only gaining 
one to replace those pilots. So you can 
see, if we are losing two pilots and 
gaining one, pretty soon we are going 
to have a pilot shortage in the Air 
Force, and the time has come. 

It is also going to add to the expense 
of training the pilots in the Air Force. 
The Navy has had to lower its edu-
cational standards to recruit. This is 
not good. So many of us in Congress on 
a bipartisan basis said, What can we 
do? What can we do to make sure we 
are giving quality of life to those who 
are giving their lives to protect our 
freedom? What can we do to make it 
worthwhile for them? 

The basic things we have heard that 
are a problem that cause us to lose per-
sonnel are pay, health care, and pen-
sion benefits. This bill, with our 
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amendment, will address all three. The 
bill before us today is a pay raise. It 
does increase pension benefits. But 
what it hasn’t addressed until our 
amendment is health care. And when I 
go across my State or when I visit a 
base in Saudi Arabia, or Tuzla, Bosnia, 
I hear that people are worried about 
health care. They are worried that 
their families back home are not able 
to get the quality health care they 
need. 

So the amendment that Senator 
EDWARDS and I are proposing today, 
along with all of our cosponsors, would 
reform the TRICARE system. It would 
require that benefits be portable across 
the regions that are established in the 
current system. 

We all know that military personnel 
have to move every 2 to 3 years. We 
want them to be able to take the bene-
fits of their TRICARE system with 
them when they go to another base. 
That costs nothing, but it certainly 
does help ease the transition for the 
military family. 

We would ensure military coverage 
as comparable to the average coverage 
available to civilian Government em-
ployees. Many times on our bases we 
have civilian Federal employees work-
ing side by side with military per-
sonnel. We want them to have com-
parable health care. So within the 
bounds that the Department of Defense 
can produce, we want to try to make 
that comparable and equal if we can 
get it there. We want to minimize the 
bureaucratic red tape and streamline 
the claims processing. 

One of the big complaints of the doc-
tors who serve our military personnel 
from the community is that there is so 
much bureaucratic red tape that they 
can’t get their claim, and it is not 
worth the hassle. So what happens? 
The doctor says, ‘‘I’m not going to 
serve military families.’’ 

Well, we want to stop that right now. 
We would increase the reimbursement 
levels to attract and retain quality 
health care providers. Where a base 
city does not have the capability to at-
tract pediatricians or OB-GYN or key 
areas of specialty to serve the military 
families, we want to authorize the De-
partment of Defense to reimburse at 
greater levels in order to attract that 
service for our military families. That 
is what the amendment does. 

We also allow our military treatment 
facilities, our military hospitals, to be 
reimbursed at Medicare rates from 
third party givers. This is not adding a 
cost. In fact, it will help these military 
hospitals to be reimbursed at a better 
rate so that they will be able to give 
better care to our military partici-
pants. 

So that is what our amendment does. 
We think it is a good amendment, that 
the Department of Defense will be able 
to do some of the things they have said 
they want to be able to do to get better 
health care in the TRICARE system, 
and our amendment will allow them to 
do it. 

So I appreciate very much that the 
distinguished chairman and ranking 
member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee are supporting this amendment. 
I think it is essential to make a true 
improvement in the quality of life for 
our military to improve their health 
care benefits at the same time that we 
are giving them pay raises. 

At this time, I would like to yield to 
the Senator from North Carolina, my 
cosponsor, Senator EDWARDS. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. EDWARDS. I thank the Chair. 
It is a great honor for me to help co-

sponsor this particular piece of legisla-
tion. The truth is that the TRICARE 
system, which covers over 6 million 
Americans and over 300,000 North Caro-
linians is broken and it needs to be 
fixed. 

Senator HUTCHISON’s amendment 
goes a long way toward addressing the 
problems of the TRICARE system. It 
begins by setting minimum standards 
which the system clearly needs. 

What I would like to do is talk just 
briefly today about why this is so im-
portant to Americans, and why it is so 
important to the people of North Caro-
lina. And there are three or four exam-
ples that I think show that very clear-
ly. 

We have had lots of correspondence, 
lots of calls about problems with the 
TRICARE system. Comdr. Ronald 
Smith, who is from the Greensboro 
area in North Carolina, Guilford Coun-
ty, which is one of the most populous 
counties in North Carolina, tells us 
stories about the fact that in Greens-
boro there is no primary care provider 
who is willing to provide medical care 
for his soldiers and their dependents. 

One example of the problem that cre-
ates is of a female soldier who had to 
travel to a different county to be treat-
ed, and when she went there, she had to 
actually write a check for a copayment 
before they would allow her to leave. 

A second problem that Commander 
Smith tells us about is the problem 
pharmacies have getting reimbursed 
for their prescriptions. An example he 
gave was a soldier who had a case of 
the flu, a bad case of the flu, and need-
ed prescription medication. But when 
the soldier went to get the prescription 
medication, she learned that she had to 
make a payment, cash payment, and 
didn’t have the money. So this soldier 
had to actually go out and obtain a 
loan in order to get the prescription 
medication that she needed to treat 
the flu. 

Another example of this problem is a 
soldier who was taking blood pressure 
medication that was critical to that 
soldier’s health. The soldier put off for 
over a week taking the blood pressure 
medication because she didn’t have the 
money to pay the cash that was needed 
to get the prescription medication. 

This is a serious problem. These are 
problems that need to be addressed. A 
Sergeant Williams, who is from Fay-
etteville, NC, where the Womack Army 

Hospital is located, told me a story 
about his daughter which was really 
amazing. His daughter had a problem 
with a small rash. She went to the 
Womack Army Hospital and got a der-
matology consult. That was easy to do 
because the hospital is located nearby. 

Then he tried to schedule a number 
of office appointments for his daughter, 
but they kept being canceled. And then 
he decided, well, maybe I need to take 
her to see a private physician, perhaps 
at Duke in Durham, which is a little 
over an hour away. And he was told if 
he did that, he would have to make an 
out-of-pocket cash payment of $300 to 
have her seen. He was finally able to 
get something scheduled for her. At the 
time of his letter to me, it had been 
over 80 days since her initial consult 
and this rash, which began as a very 
small, inconsequential rash, had then 
spread over her entire body. 

This is a serious problem. It is one 
that needs to be addressed, and it is 
one that Senator HUTCHISON’s amend-
ment addresses very directly. I do 
think that what we are here about is 
not increasing health care costs, but 
increasing efficiency. I think Senator 
HUTCHISON has some wonderful provi-
sions in this amendment to address 
that problem. 

We have an obligation to honor the 
commitment that the soldiers and 
their dependents have made to this 
country, and we need to provide qual-
ity health care to these folks. They de-
serve it. They have made an extraor-
dinary commitment to this country. 
This country needs to show its com-
mitment to the soldiers who have 
served and are serving and their de-
pendents. I strongly urge my col-
leagues to vote for this amendment. 
This TRICARE system needs to be 
fixed, and this amendment goes a long 
way towards fixing it. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
really appreciate the one-on-one expe-
riences that Senator EDWARDS has 
mentioned because that really brings it 
home, when that poor child started 
with a small rash and by the time she 
could get an appointment with a doctor 
the rash had covered her body. That is 
a terrible story, and I have heard sto-
ries like that as well. It is why I be-
came interested in trying to fix a prob-
lem that was really hurting the mili-
tary families and our ability to retain 
those military families. 

Just last week I toured Lackland Air 
Force Base. That is the basic training 
base for all Air Force personnel. A 
young drill instructor came up to me 
and said, ‘‘Senator, keep up the good 
work and fix TRICARE.’’ I told him 
that we would. Certainly, this is the 
answer to that drill instructor, because 
he clearly was having a hard time get-
ting care for his family. 

In a letter that was written to me re-
cently, a retired veteran explained the 
difficulties he was experiencing with 
TRICARE. But, he said, ‘‘Senator, 
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please don’t concentrate your efforts 
on my individual problems—this is a 
systemic problem * * *’’ 

It is a problem. We are losing access 
to care because of the nightmare asso-
ciated with claims processing and the 
dismal rate of reimbursement for serv-
ices. In fact, if you go to a smaller 
community that has a base, often you 
cannot see a heart surgeon because 
they just will not see a military person 
because they know the rate of reim-
bursement is so low. We cannot allow 
that to be the case for our military 
personnel. 

General Dennis Reimer is the Chief of 
Staff of the Army. He recently said, 
‘‘This is about readiness and this is 
about quality of life linked together. 
We must ensure that we provide those 
young men and women who sacrifice 
and serve our country so well * * * the 
quality medical care that is the top 
priority for them * * *’’ General 
Reimer said, ‘‘We must help them or 
else we’re not going to be able to re-
cruit this high quality force.’’ 

When we are talking about readiness, 
we are talking about the high quality 
people that make up our Armed Forces 
and we are talking about keeping 
them. The last thing we want is a lot of 
great equipment but not people to run 
that equipment. 

We have to realize that times have 
changed in the military. No longer are 
most of our military personnel unmar-
ried. They are now married and they 
have families. They expect to have 
health care for those families and hous-
ing and good pay. That is what they ex-
pect, and that is what they deserve. We 
need to give it to them. 

That is why our amendment is so im-
portant, to be part of adding to the 
quality of life of our military. We can-
not allow the retention problems to 
continue to erode the powerful mili-
tary that we have. Our military 
strength is based on people, good peo-
ple, quality people, people who are 
dedicated, people who care about this 
country and want to protect it. They 
want to protect our freedom. If they 
are going to give their lives to protect 
our freedom, I think in return they de-
serve a quality of life for themselves 
and for their families that would make 
us all proud. 

That is why Senator EDWARDS and I, 
Senator HAGEL, Senator HELMS, Sen-
ator FITZGERALD, Senator COVERDELL, 
Senator JOHNSON, Senator SANTORUM, 
Senator KENNEDY, Senator BINGAMAN, 
and Senator SESSIONS have come to-
gether on this amendment to try to 
add quality health care and improve-
ments to the TRICARE system to the 
military pay raise and the pension im-
provements that are already in this 
bill. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, on be-

half of the leadership, there will be no 
further votes after the vote now sched-
uled to begin at 5:30. I wish to advise 
Senators that we are scheduling votes 
for tomorrow morning at 9:45 a.m. It is 
a vote on an amendment by myself and 
Senator SARBANES relating to civil 
service pay. That would be followed— 
and I presume with a 10-minute vote— 
by an amendment by Senator CLELAND, 
who will address that vote tonight. But 
it is a further expansion, and an impor-
tant one, of the Montgomery GI bill 
provisions, which Senator CLELAND put 
in the basic bill. 

So I just wished to give those pieces 
of information to our colleagues. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Also, I ask unanimous consent that a 

fellow with Senator JEFFORDS, Ernie 
Audino, be granted the privilege of the 
floor during the pendency of S. 4. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, in just 
a moment we are about to request an 
order for the two votes in the morning. 
I say to my colleagues, I certainly ap-
preciate the cooperation of Senators. I 
think this bill has moved along at a 
very good pace. We had good debate on 
important subjects. I especially thank 
our two leaders, Senator LOTT and Sen-
ator DASCHLE, for giving strong sup-
port to the managers. 

Having said that, I now ask unani-
mous consent the Chair place an order 
that we will have two votes in the 
morning, at 9:45 a.m., on the Warner- 
Sarbanes amendment, and a second 
vote to follow thereafter, not to exceed 
10 minutes, on an amendment by the 
distinguished Senator from Georgia, 
Senator CLELAND. He will lay that 
down immediately following the 5:30 
vote. We will have a certain amount of 
debate, and it will be pending the fol-
lowing day. 

Do I have the concurrence of my col-
league? 

Mr. LEVIN. No objection. We support 
that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, if there is 

a moment, I wish to commend the Sen-
ator from Texas and the Senator from 
North Carolina again on their amend-
ment. The DOD has been working hard 
to improve the delivery of medical care 
through the TRICARE program. This 
amendment gives strong encourage-

ment to the Secretary of Defense to 
broaden the services which were pro-
vided under the TRICARE system. It is 
important that these services be pro-
vided to military members and their 
families. It is important to improve 
the claims and the reimbursement 
process, and to make benefits under 
the TRICARE program uniform across 
the country. So, again, I thank the 
Senators from Texas and North Caro-
lina and their supporters for their lead-
ership on this issue. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I 
may, I associate myself with those re-
marks. Indeed, it is a very important 
contribution. I have counseled with the 
good Senator from Texas for some sev-
eral months. This has been a very im-
portant part of her overall legislative 
goals for a period of time. 

Now is the time. I think we are about 
ready. 

Mr. President, I think the hour of 5:30 
having arrived—are the yeas and nays 
ordered on that? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Texas. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced, yeas 100, 

nays 0, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 21 Leg.] 

YEAS—100 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Enzi 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Lugar 

Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

The amendment (No. 18) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WARNER. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, we 
have two Senators desiring to lay down 
amendments tonight which will be 
voted on tomorrow, pursuant to an 
order entered into a short time ago, be-
ginning at 9:45, back to back. 

The first amendment is from my dis-
tinguished colleague, the Senator from 
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Maryland, and I am his principal co-
sponsor; the second amendment is from 
the Senator from Georgia. 

I yield the floor. 
AMENDMENT NO. 19 

(Purpose: To express the sense of Congress 
that there should continue to be parity be-
tween the adjustments in the compensa-
tion of members of the uniformed services 
and the adjustments in the compensation 
of civilian employees of the United States) 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Maryland [Mr. SAR-

BANES], for himself, Mr. WARNER, Mr. ROBB, 
and Ms. MIKULSKI, proposes an amendment 
numbered 19. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 28, between lines 8 and 9, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 104. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING PAR-

ITY BETWEEN ADJUSTMENTS IN 
MILITARY AND CIVIL SERVICE PAY. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) Members of the uniformed services of 
the United States and civilian employees of 
the United States make significant contribu-
tions to the general welfare of the United 
States. 

(2) Increases in the levels of pay of mem-
bers of the uniformed services and of civilian 
employees of the United States have not 
kept pace with increases in the overall levels 
of pay of workers in the private sector so 
that there is now up to a 30 percent gap be-
tween the compensation levels of Federal ci-
vilian employees and the compensation lev-
els of private sector workers and a 9 to 14 
percent gap between the compensation levels 
of members of the uniformed services and 
the compensation levels of private sector 
workers. 

(3) In almost every year of the past two 
decades, there have been equal adjustments 
in the compensation of members of the uni-
formed services and the compensation of ci-
vilian employees of the United States. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that there should continue to be 
parity between the adjustments in the com-
pensation of members of the uniformed serv-
ices and the adjustments in the compensa-
tion of civilian employees of the United 
States. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President I will 
be very brief. I appreciate the courtesy 
of the distinguished Senator from 
Georgia in allowing me to present this 
amendment before he presents his. We 
will take this up in the morning. There 
will be a very limited amount of time. 

Very simply, this is a sense-of-the- 
Congress resolution that there should 
be parity between the adjustments and 
the compensation of members of the 
uniformed services and the adjust-
ments and the compensation of civilian 
employees of the United States. In al-
most every year over the past two dec-
ades, there have been equal adjust-
ments in the compensation of members 
of the uniformed services and the com-
pensation of civilian employees of the 

United States, and this expresses the 
sense of the Congress that this parity 
in adjustments should continue. 

I know a number of Members wish to 
join in cosponsoring, and I add Sen-
ators ROBB and Senator MIKULSKI as 
cosponsors at this point. Members will 
obviously have a chance to do that 
first thing in the morning. Senator 
WARNER and I can speak to it briefly in 
the morning. 

It is a very straightforward amend-
ment. I don’t know of any opposition 
to it. I very strongly urge my col-
leagues to be supportive of this amend-
ment. 

I again thank the Senator from Geor-
gia for his kindness, and I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, this is 
my 21st year in the Senate, and I have 
had the privilege to work with my good 
colleague and other members of the 
delegation from Maryland and Virginia 
through these many years. I think we 
have done our duty as trustees to pro-
tect the parity of the civil servants 
who are just as key players in defense 
and other areas as any other individ-
uals. So many of them have made their 
lifetime careers serving the country. 
Many of them are very highly tech-
nically qualified. 

Mr. President, I rise today to co- 
sponsor a sense of Congress amendment 
to S. 4 along with my colleagues Sen-
ator SARBANES, Senator MIKULSKI, and 
Senator ROBB on behalf of the hard 
working federal civilian employees. 

This sense-of-Congress amendment 
states that there should continue to be 
parity between the adjustments in the 
compensation of members of the uni-
formed services and the adjustments in 
the compensation of civilian employees 
of the United States. In the past, mili-
tary employees and federal civilian em-
ployees have received equal pay adjust-
ments in compensation. 

Throughout my tenure in the Senate, 
I have fought to ensure the fair and eq-
uitable treatment of all of our federal 
employees. Our federal employees play 
an important role in the efficient and 
intelligent operation of our govern-
ment. These dedicated public servants 
should be compensated justly. 

Mr. President, increases in the levels 
of pay of members of the uniformed 
services and of civilian employees of 
the United States have not kept pace 
with increases in the overall levels of 
pay of workers in the private sector so 
that there is now up to a 30 percent gap 
between the compensation levels of 
Federal civilian employees and the 
compensation levels of private sector 
workers. Retention and labor shortage 
issues in areas related to high tech-
nology jobs, and specialized trade occu-
pants in the current economy poses 
significant gaps in pay for our federal 
civilian employees from their private 
sector counterparts. This is particu-
larly prevalent in the Greater Metro-
politan Washington area due to the 
high demand for high tech workers in 
the private sector where salaries con-
tinue to increase. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. WARNER. Yes. 
Mr. SARBANES. I want to add that 

there was a time not too far back when 
Maryland and Virginia watermen used 
to shoot at each other on the Potomac 
River and the Chesapeake Bay. I am 
happy to report that has never been the 
tenor of the relationship between my-
self and the distinguished Senator from 
Virginia. I have enjoyed working in co-
operation with him on a whole range of 
issues which have been to the benefit of 
our respective constituencies, and, in-
deed, to the benefit of the country. I 
am delighted to be aligned with him 
once again on an important issue. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank my distin-
guished colleague. 

It is quite true, there were vicious 
battles—over oysters primarily. I hope 
now the striped bass matter—and 
crabs—will not further engender that 
type of dispute. 

Mr. President, that will be the first 
vote in the morning. 

The distinguished Senator from 
Georgia has been patiently waiting, 
and therefore I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia. 

AMENDMENT NO. 6 

(Purpose: To permit members of the Ready 
Reserve to contribute to the Thrift Sav-
ings Plan for compensation attributable to 
their service in the Ready Reserve) 

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. CLELAND], 

for himself, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. BINGAMAN, 
and Ms. LANDRIEU, proposes an amendment 
numbered 6. 

Mr. CLELAND. I ask unanimous con-
sent reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 33, line 16, strike ‘‘for a period of 

more than 30 days’’ and insert ‘‘and a mem-
ber of the Ready Reserve in any pay status’’. 

On page 34, beginning on line 10, strike ‘‘on 
active duty’’ and insert ‘‘: members on active 
duty; members of the Ready Reserve’’. 

On page 35, strike lines 3 through 6 and in-
sert the following: 

‘‘(c) MAXIMUM CONTRIBUTION.—(1) The 
amount contributed by a member of the uni-
formed services for any pay period out of 
basic pay may not exceed 5 percent of such 
member’s basic pay for such pay period. 

‘‘(2)(A) Subject to subparagraph (B), the 
amount contributed by a member of the 
Ready Reserve for any pay period for any 
compensation received under section 206 of 
title 37 may not exceed 5 percent of such 
member’s compensation for such pay period. 

‘‘(B) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this subchapter, no contribution may be 
made under this paragraph for a member of 
the Ready Reserve for any year to the extent 
that such contribution, when added to prior 
contributions for such member for such year 
under this subchapter, exceeds any limita-
tion under section 415 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986. 
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On page 35, line 9, insert ‘‘, or out of com-

pensation under section 206 of title 37,’’ after 
‘‘out of basic pay’’. 

On page 35, line 12, strike ‘‘308a, 308f,’’ and 
insert ‘‘308a through 308h,’’. 

On page 36, in the matter following line 15, 
strike ‘‘on active duty’’ and insert ‘‘: mem-
bers on active duty; members of the Ready 
Reserve’’. 

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, I am 
extremely pleased to offer an amend-
ment to S. 4 with my colleagues, Sen-
ator JEFFORDS, Senator BINGAMAN, and 
Senator LANDRIEU. Of course, S. 4 is 
the Soldiers’, Sailors’, Airmen’s and 
Marines’ Bill of Rights Act of 1999. This 
legislation will give the men and 
women of the National Guard and Re-
serve the opportunity to participate in 
the Thrift Savings Plan. S. 4 offers this 
benefit to their active duty counter-
parts. Our amendment will offer this to 
men and women of the National Guard 
and Reserve. 

The Thrift Savings Plan is an excel-
lent way for military families to save 
for the future. It is not meant to take 
the place of a retirement system. It is 
a tax-deferred savings plan that will 
grow while a service member is actu-
ally serving, unlike the delayed bene-
fits of the military retirement system. 
Furthermore, the Thrift Savings Plan 
is a portable benefit that can be rolled 
over into a civilian 401(k) plan, in the 
event the service member, for whatever 
reason, must leave military service. 

In my opinion, the men and women of 
the Guard and Reserve must be given 
the same opportunity to participate in 
this excellent savings pan as their ac-
tive duty counterparts. Although the 
amount of money they will be able to 
deposit in the Thrift Savings Plan may 
not be substantial at first, every dollar 
counts. The Thrift Savings board them-
selves allows contributions ‘‘as little as 
a dollar each pay period.’’ 

With the increase in worldwide 
taskings, Guardsmen and Reservists 
are participating significantly above 
and beyond their mandatory one-week-
end-a-month and two-weeks-a-year 
duty, their contributions will grow 
over time. While some Guardsmen and 
Reservists may have savings plans 
through their civilian employers, al-
lowing them to participate in the 
Thrift Savings Plan allows them to 
contribute based on their military 
earnings. For many Guardsmen and 
Reservists, their military duty has be-
come a second job. 

Since the end of the cold war, the 
services have increasingly relied upon 
their Reserve components to meet 
worldwide obligations. The active duty 
force has been reduced by one-third, 
yet worldwide commitments have in-
creased dramatically. 

In recent years, thousands of Reserv-
ists and Guardsmen have supported 
contingencies, peacekeeping operations 
and humanitarian missions around the 
world: in the Persian Gulf, Bosnia, So-
malia, Haiti, and Kenya, just to name 
a few. Guard and Reserve units re-
sponded immediately to requests for 

assistance after Hurricane Mitch, de-
livering over 10 million pounds of hu-
manitarian aid to devastated areas in 
Central America. 

Closer to home, Reserve and National 
Guard personnel answered the cries for 
help after devastating floods struck in 
our Nation’s heartland. They braved 
high winds and water to fill sandbags, 
provide security, and transport food, 
fresh water, medical supplies, and dis-
aster workers to affected areas. The 
Air Force Reserve’s ‘‘Hurricane Hunt-
ers’’ routinely fly into tropical storms 
and hurricanes in specially configured 
C–130s to collect data to improve fore-
cast accuracy, which dramatically 
minimizes losses due to the destructive 
forces of these storms. 

As we transition into the high-tech 
21st century, the Guard and Reserve 
will continue to take on new and excit-
ing roles. The Guard and Reserve now 
have units performing satellite control 
and security functions in order to 
maintain our country’s lead in space- 
based technology. And, because our 
country faces the increased threat of 
chemical and biological weapons, the 
White House, the Department of De-
fense, and Congress have joined to de-
velop a ‘‘Homeland Defense’’ policy de-
signed to respond to threats against 
the United States. The Guard and Re-
serve will play a significant role in the 
implementation of the policy, because 
their knowledge of local emergency re-
sponse plans and infrastructure is crit-
ical to an effective response. 

The days of holding our Reserve 
Component forces ‘‘in reserve’’ are long 
gone. 

Just who are these citizen soldiers, 
sailors, airmen, and marines? They are 
doctors, they are lawyers. They are 
farmers, grocers, teachers and small 
business owners. They have long-
standing roots in communities across 
our great country. And, like their ac-
tive-duty counterparts, they have vol-
unteered to serve. Remarkably, they 
must balance their service with the de-
mands of their full-time civilian jobs 
and families. 

In September 1997, Secretary of De-
fense Cohen wrote a memorandum ac-
knowledging an increased reliance on 
the Reserve Components. He called 
upon the services to remove all re-
maining barriers to achieving a ‘‘seam-
less Total Force.’’ He has also said that 
without Reservists, ‘‘we can’t do it in 
Bosnia, we can’t do it in the Gulf, we 
can’t do it anywhere. 

Giving the men and women who serve 
in the Reserve Components the oppor-
tunity to participate in the Thrift Sav-
ings Plan would carry on the spirit of 
Secretary Cohen’s Total Force policy. 
This amendment has received the re-
sounding support of the Reserve Offi-
cers Association, the National Guard 
Association of the United States, the 
Enlisted Association of the National 
Guard of the United States, and other 
members of the military coalition rep-
resenting 5.5 million active and retired 
members. 

The Reserve Components face many 
of the same challenges and dangers as 
their active duty counterparts in this 
time of high operations tempo. We 
should give them the same opportunity 
to participate in the Thrift Savings 
Plan. It is important to send the right 
message to our citizen soldiers, sailors, 
airmen, and marines: that we recognize 
and appreciate their sacrifices. It’s the 
right thing to do. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia is recognized. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I, first, 

want to state my complete support and 
concurrence for the amendment which 
we will have tomorrow morning by our 
distinguished colleague and member of 
the Armed Services Committee jointly. 
The provisions relating to the GI bill, 
this benefit, originated with our col-
league. I thank him for his participa-
tion. He has this Senator’s strong sup-
port, and I anticipate the Senate’s as a 
whole. I thank our colleague very 
much. 

Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania is recognized. 
f 

USE OF FORCE IN KOSOVO 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I had 
intended to offer a joint resolution on 
the subject of the use of force in 
Kosovo for this bill, but events have 
overtaken this issue as the picture is 
now unfolding. I did want to put this 
joint resolution in the RECORD. I did 
want to talk about it for a few min-
utes. I discussed it with the distin-
guished chairman of the committee. 

The concern I have is on the repeated 
use of force that constitutes acts of 
war by the President of the United 
States without authorization by Con-
gress, in violation of the constitutional 
provision that only the Congress of the 
United States has the authority to in-
volve the United States in war. 

We have seen an erosion of the con-
gressional authority in modern times 
on many, many occasions. Perhaps the 
strongest, sharpest example is the Ko-
rean war, a subject on which I have 
questioned nominees for the Supreme 
Court of the United States, trying to 
get a delineation on the power of the 
Commander in Chief under the Con-
stitution, contrasted with the author-
ity of Congress. But where we have had 
the air and missile strikes recently in 
Iraq, I raised the same question chal-
lenging or questioning the authority of 
the President. And as it has appeared 
in the past several days, there has been 
discussion of using force, air-strikes, 
perhaps missile strikes, in Kosovo, and 
it seems to me this is a matter that 
ought to be decided by the Congress. 

I do think there is a good bit to be 
said in support of the United States 
participating in the air-strikes in light 
of what has gone on there, and I shall 
not speak at any length. The issues are 
submitted in this joint resolution. I 
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would like to engage my colleague, the 
distinguished Senator from Virginia, as 
to his sentiments on this subject. 

Mr. WARNER. Senator, you and I 
came to this marvelous institution 
roughly two decades ago, give or take a 
year or so. We have witnessed on this 
floor spirited debates on the very 
issues that you raise, more or less cir-
cling around the War Powers Act legis-
lation that followed the war in Viet-
nam and legislation which, in the judg-
ment of many, is questionable to con-
stitutional standing. I think it is time 
that we had another debate on this 
issue because it is very important. 

Mr. President, had we used force in 
Kosovo, it would have been the fourth 
time President Clinton has directed 
force against a sovereign nation. Now, 
I must say, in the course of the delib-
erations in Rambouillet, France, and 
prior thereto, I think the administra-
tion tried to take an almost unmanage-
able situation and do the best they 
could. Frankly, I am relieved that 
force at this moment is not to be used. 
I have not had the opportunity in the 
last 4 or 5 hours to get the latest situa-
tion, given that I have been on the 
floor managing this bill. But I believe 
the talks are at a virtual stalemate; 
am I not correct? 

Mr. SPECTER. I think the Senator is 
correct. It does not appear that the 
United Nations, with the United 
States’ participation, will engage in 
strikes. 

Mr. WARNER. Well, Mr. President, I 
think it is timely that the Senate went 
back and, once again, as we did in 
years past, take a look at the War 
Powers Act, take a look at the pro-
posal that the distinguished Senator 
from Pennsylvania has, not by way of 
criticism at the moment of the Presi-
dent, because you have two situa-
tions—one in Kosovo, and, of course, 
the parallel in Bosnia, and then you 
have Iraq. 

I have said from time to time, as we 
have had deliberations among our-
selves in small groups, if anybody has a 
better idea how to manage it, come for-
ward. They are the most complex situ-
ations that I have had in my tenure 
here in the Senate, and prior thereto in 
the Department of Defense, in terms of 
the complexity and the difficulty to re-
solve it. 

I would encourage the Senator, and I 
would be happy to participate in that 
debate at some future date. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague from Virginia for 
those comments. It was 8 years ago in 
early January—I believe January 10— 
where we had a much publicized debate 
on this floor about the use of force in 
the gulf war. A number of the people 
who are on the floor today, the Senator 
from Michigan, the Senator from Vir-
ginia, and I, participated in that debate 
with our distinguished then-colleague, 
Senator Nunn. 

I do believe, as I have said, there is 
much to recommend of U.S. participa-
tion in Kosovo. But I do not like to see 

further erosion of the congressional au-
thority. I think too often the Congress 
stepped aside. 

About a year ago this time there was 
a key issue about the use of force 
against Iraq. We discussed it on the 
floor to some extent. We had a winter 
recess. By the time we got back, the 
issue had not matured. But force was 
used in Iraq in December. It was not 
authorized by the Congress. I think 
that the Congress ought to take a 
stand one way or another before force 
is used in accordance with the Con-
stitutional provisions. 

In the interest of brevity, Mr. Presi-
dent, I send this joint resolution to the 
desk and ask that it be printed since it 
makes a fuller statement on this sub-
ject. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S.J. RES. 12 
Whereas, Congress strongly supports the 

men and women of our military forces; 
Whereas, bomber and missile strikes con-

stitute acts of war; 
Whereas, only Congress has the Constitu-

tional prerogative to authorize war; 
Whereas, the unilateral Presidential au-

thorization of military strikes, however 
well-intentioned, undercuts that power es-
tablished clearly in the Constitution for Con-
gress to make such decisions; 

Whereas, the autonomy of Kosovo, a region 
in southern Serbia, was abolished by the Ser-
bian leader, Yugoslav President, Slobodan 
Milosevic in 1989 and 1990; 

Whereas, conflict between ethnic Alba-
nians in Kosovo and Serbian police led by 
President Slobodan Milosevic has resulted in 
over 2000 deaths since the end of February 
1998 and has displaced nearly 400,000 people; 

Whereas, over one-third of Kosovo’s vil-
lages and an estimated 4,000 homes have been 
deliberately damaged or destroyed; 

Whereas, the assault on the civilian popu-
lation has been reported to include atrocities 
which could be considered war crimes, 
crimes against humanity and genocide; 

Whereas, the international community has 
spoken out repeatedly against Serbian 
human rights abuses in Kosovo; 

Whereas, the instability in the Kosovo rep-
resents a significant regional threat; 

Whereas, Yugoslav and Serbian officials, 
reportedly led by Slobodan Milosevic, simi-
larly instigated, organized and directed ag-
gressive action against civilians in Croatia 
in 1991, and in Bosnia-Herzegovina from 1992 
to 1995; 

Whereas, peace was only restored to the re-
gion of the former Yugoslavia in 1995 when 
Yugoslav and Serbian officials, including 
Slobodan Milosevic, were confronted with 
the clear resolve of the international com-
munity to use force against them; 

Whereas, on Jan. 30, 1999, the NATO allies 
authorized Secretary-General Solana to 
order air-strikes anywhere in Yugoslavia, if 
a peace settlement was not accepted by the 
deadline of February 20, 1999 and subse-
quently extended to February 23, 1999; 

Whereas, the United States participation 
in NATO military operations is important in 
maintaining the strength of the NATO alli-
ance generally; 

Whereas, Congressional support and co-
operation with our NATO allies will send an 
important signal of national resolve that 
would strengthen the ability of the United 
States to bring the two sides together to-
ward a peace agreement in Kosovo; 

Resolved, by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America 
Congress assembled, That the President is au-
thorized to conduct air operations and mis-
sile strikes against the Federal Republic of 
Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) for the 
purpose of bringing about a peaceful resolu-
tion of the conflict in Kosovo. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair. I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, before 
the Senator departs, I think the 
RECORD should reflect that in connec-
tion with the action taken against Iraq 
in the fall, and then in connection with 
the proposed sending of ground troops 
as part of the NATO force and U.S. con-
tingent of up to 4,000, there was con-
frontation with leadership in the Sen-
ate and the House in both instances. I 
think there has been a level—whether 
it is up to the expectations of my col-
leagues, it is individually for them to 
say —a level of confrontation in both 
sequences. We must bear in mind that 
under the Constitution, the President 
is the Commander in Chief. He has the 
right to direct the deployment of our 
Armed Forces in harm’s way when he 
thinks hopefully it protects the vital 
security interests of the United States, 
and only under those situations be-
cause oftentimes the Congress has dis-
persed—it is in recess, and the like— 
and those decisions have to be made 
quickly. Nevertheless, we have a co-
equal responsibility with the President 
regarding the welfare and the state of 
our men and women in uniform and the 
circumstances under which they are 
employed, particularly in harm’s way. 

I commend the Senator. 
Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, by way 

of a very brief supplemental comment, 
it is true that the President has au-
thority as Commander in Chief. When 
he exercises his authority in the de-
ployment of some 4,000 U.S. troops, it 
is another question. He has a stronger 
claim to do that under his power as 
Commander in Chief than he does to 
have air-strikes or missile strikes, in 
my opinion. Those air-strikes and mis-
sile strikes are acts of war. If he de-
ploys U.S. troops, if they go into a hos-
tile situation, that may trigger the 
War Powers Act, which is a little dif-
ferent consideration with the Constitu-
tional provision which authorizes only 
the Congress to declare war. But I do 
think that we in the Congress do need 
to consider these issues, debate them, 
and make decisions about them. We 
have the authority by restraining 
spending in the Department of Defense 
to stop the deployment of troops. I am 
not saying we should do it, but I think 
there is too much of a tendency on the 
part of Congress to sit back and not to 
make these kind of tough decisions. If 
things go wrong, there is always the 
President to blame. If things go right, 
we haven’t impeded Presidential ac-
tion. 

But these raise very, very serious 
Constitutional issues. There is a con-
tinuing erosion. Before the President 
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uses force, we have a chance to inter-
vene. If it is an emergency situation, 
that is different; he has to act as Com-
mander in Chief. 

But we have had ample opportunity 
to consider this Kosovo issue. And it is 
on the back burner now. But if it re-
appears, I will reactivate my resolu-
tion. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I again 
commend our colleague. I thank him 
for recalling the history of the 1991 de-
bate. I recall it well because I was one 
of the floor managers. It was legisla-
tion that I had drawn up in accordance 
with the directions of Senator Dole, 
then-leader. We had a vigorous debate 
for some 3 days, and it is interesting. 
There we had in place a half million 
men and women in the Armed Forces. 
We had seen the most atrocious form of 
aggression by Saddam Hussein down 
through the gulf region, primarily Ku-
wait. Yet, that debate took 3 days. And 
by only a mere margin of five votes did 
the Senate of the United States express 
its approval for the President of the 
United States, in the role as Com-
mander in Chief, to use force in that 
situation. 

I thank the Chair. I thank my col-
league. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to a period of morning busi-
ness, with Members permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington is recognized. 
f 

RECOGNIZING THE TUKWILA 
SCHOOL DISTRICT’S ‘‘NEW 
FRIENDS & FAMILIES’’ PROGRAM 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, today I 
recognize the Tukwila School District 
from my home state of Washington and 
the district’s ‘‘New Friends & Fami-
lies’’ program. 

The Tukwila School District has seen 
its ethnic diversity grow by more than 
1,000 percent in the last seven years. 
Out of the district’s 2,500 pupils, 50% 
are students of color, 20% are enrolled 
in bilingual education, and all told, 
they speak about 30 different lan-
guages. To meet the challenge of inte-
grating this immigrant population into 
the school system and the community, 
the Tukwila School District, the City 
of Tukwila, and the local Rotary Club 
created ‘‘New Friends & Families.’’ It 
is a one-night, once a year program de-
signed to engage these hard-to-reach 
immigrant and refugee students and 
their families to make them aware of 
community services and to encourage 
parental involvement in their chil-
dren’s education. 

Clearly, when more than 20% of 
Tukwila’s students are unfamiliar with 
their new surroundings, they face a se-

rious impediment to quality learning. 
The ‘‘New Friends & Families’’ pro-
gram has met this challenge head on 
with local creativity, local initiative, 
and local resources. This shows that 
local communities know best how to 
deal with unique local problems. By 
teaming up with local government and 
local businesses, the school district has 
found innovative ways to turn its chal-
lenges into successful education. 

It is programs like ‘‘New Friends & 
Families’’ that illustrate that local in-
novation works in our schools. The an-
swer to improving our local schools is 
not more intrusion and red tape from 
Washington, DC bureaucracies but 
rather, more freedom and more flexi-
bility for local educators to use federal 
resources to meet the unique needs of 
each community in teaching our kids. 
During last week’s recess, I visited 
Foster High School in the Tukwila Dis-
trict and presented my first ‘‘Innova-
tion in Education Award’’ to Super-
intendent Michael Silver in recogni-
tion of the creative work he and his 
district have accomplished through 
‘‘New Friends & Families.’’ 

To recognize the importance of local 
communities in educating our children, 
I will be presenting this ‘‘Innovation in 
Education Award’’ once a week to rec-
ognize individuals, schools, and edu-
cational programs in Washington state 
that demonstrate the importance of 
local control in education. I will also 
take to the floor of the Senate every 
week to share with my colleagues these 
examples of locally driven successes in 
education in an effort to remind all of 
us working here in Washington, DC 
that local communities really do know 
best. 

For the past 35 years, Washington, 
DC’s response to crises in public edu-
cation has been to create one new pro-
gram after another—systematically in-
creasing the federal role in classrooms 
across the country. While the federal 
government has a role in targeting re-
sources to needy populations and in 
holding schools accountable for results, 
it should not tie the hands of districts 
like Tukwila. That only serves to stifle 
the local innovation that is funda-
mental to educational success. I have 
long been an advocate of local control 
in education and I plan to introduce 
legislation this spring that will trans-
fer more control from federal agencies 
back to local educators where it be-
longs. 

(The remarks of Mr. JEFFORDS and 
Mr. SPECTER pertaining to the intro-
duction of S. 445 are located in today’s 
RECORD under ‘‘Statements on Intro-
duced Bills and Joint Resolutions.’’) 

f 

THIRD ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF ’96 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, the Tele-
communications Act of 1996 is another 
year older and another year stronger. 
As Congress recognizes the third anni-
versary this month, it now becomes ap-
propriate to reflect on some of the 

Act’s goals and on some of its accom-
plishments. 

First, let me remind my colleagues 
that the Telecommunications Act was 
10 years in the making. It took time 
for Congress to understand exactly 
what was needed to reach consensus 
and balance among all sectors of the 
industry and to update America’s tele-
communications public policy. Con-
gress took a deliberate path to make 
sure that, at the end of the day, con-
sumers would have new and real 
choices. Time is still needed before 
passing final judgment, but clearly the 
Act has produced positive, tangible re-
sults. 

I am proud to say that I worked 
closely with Senator Pressler, then the 
Chairman of the Commerce Com-
mittee, Senator STEVENS, Senator HOL-
LINGS, and others on the act. It took 
time, it took patience, it took com-
promise. But in the end, the act boldly 
embodied Congress’ vision for competi-
tion and for choice. More choices and 
better choices in a new age of commu-
nication. 

When the act was drafted, a number 
of delicate balances were struck to 
transform our monopolistic market 
into many competitive ones. The bot-
tom line for Congress was based on a 
simple principle: consumers benefit 
from competition. As simple as this 
sounds, creating competition in the 
local telephone market is a fairly com-
plicated process. Competitive carriers 
require things like collocation, dialing 
parity and unbundled network ele-
ments. Congress knew it would not be 
easy. That is why the act was struc-
tured to provide a centerpiece, a set of 
instructions on ways for opening the 
local markets to force competition. 

Mr. President, the act is working. 
Americans are beginning to see the 
fruits of the seeds sown three years 
ago. 

Many critics point to the lack of 
local competition or the absence of in-
cumbent local carriers in long distance 
as the only way to measure or grade 
the bill. This is wrong. Consumer 
choices, new choices, and new tech-
nologies are the true tests of success. 

As far as local competition goes, sev-
eral state public utility commissions 
are working closely and collabo-
ratively with incumbents and new en-
trants. A multitude of competitors 
have gained authority to provide local 
telephone service. This choice is a re-
ality for businesses nationwide, and it 
will be a reality for residents too—not 
just for basic dial tone but for ad-
vanced services such as broadband ac-
cess to the Internet. It takes signifi-
cant capital and commitment to build 
the necessary infrastructure, but nu-
merous companies and Wall Street are 
answering the challenge by investing 
billions of dollars to build this founda-
tion for competition. This level of re-
source deployment does not happen 
overnight, but it is happening, and in 
ways Congress intended—with cable 
television companies revamping their 
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networks to provide two-way telephone 
service and with utilities and fixed 
wireless companies getting into the 
business. In fact, I would say this shift-
ing of assets in under three years is a 
fitting testament to the act’s ability to 
move America’s telecommunications 
policy forward—a true commitment 
and investment by Wall Street. 

Mr. President, I firmly believe the 
act’s goals of local competition and 
consumer choices will be fulfilled, and 
America will be better off. The best 
way to ensure that investment con-
tinues is to keep the law in full force. 

When the act passed in 1996, Congress 
also knew that it would take a while to 
sort out the rules to produce local com-
petition. More importantly, Congress 
knew that whatever rules the FCC 
adopted would be challenged in court. 
Congress was correct on both counts. 
This does not mean the law is flawed. 
To the contrary, this reflects the com-
plexity of the issues and the intensity 
of the competition. Remember, it took 
a decade to write the law, and it will 
take time to implement it. I believe, 
though, that the majority of Members 
who worked on the act understand its 
success cannot be measured over a one 
or two year period. Courtroom battles 
did cloud the course toward local com-
petition. This litigation did slow the 
pace for customer choice, but I am 
pleased to report that just 2 weeks ago 
the Supreme Court upheld most of the 
FCC’s local telephone interconnection 
rules and affirmed that the local phone 
companies must open their markets in 
a meaningful way. It is my hope that 
opportunities for competition will now 
move forward swiftly and be afforded a 
proper chance to flourish in the mar-
ketplace. 

Mr. President, Americans today are 
witnessing a convergence of tech-
nologies that was but a dream in 1996. 
Cable lines will provide American 
households with local telephone service 
and high speed Internet access. This is 
good. Traditional telephone companies 
will offer cable video service. This is 
good. More Americans are using wire-
less phones for personal and profes-
sional convenience. This is good. More 
Americans have personal computers 
with an ever-growing range of capabili-
ties. This is good. The Internet is ex-
ploding as a means of commerce, re-
search, or for just saying hello to a far- 
away friend. This is good. Television 
viewing will become an interactive ex-
perience with digital transmission, en-
abling consumers to personalize their 
own video programming or to go di-
rectly to a web site. This is good. 

Mr. President, all of these significant 
and solid activities tells me some-
thing—Congress got it right 3 years 
ago. Patience will lead to other appli-
cations in the future that I, and some 
of my other colleagues, cannot even 
imagine right now. Mr. President, this 
is the kind of communications market-
place Americans deserve. 

During this continued period of tran-
sition, it will be important for Con-

gress to make sure that the Federal 
Communications Commission is prop-
erly structured. That it has the right 
tools to foster and further the ongoing 
evolution. Chairman Kennard’s anal-
ogy—old regulatory models are a thing 
of the past, much like the old, black 
rotary phones—rings true. The FCC in-
deed must change, and Congress should 
start empowering the FCC rather than 
criticizing its individual decisions. 

Mr. President, the Telecommuni-
cations Act is beginning to deliver the 
benefits of competition to the Amer-
ican consumer. The process of achiev-
ing the act’s central goals is well on its 
way. I do not believe any of us want to 
turn back the clock to 1996 and take 
away all the new technologies, new 
companies, and new choices that have 
emerged and are now coming our way. 
Let’s not put stumbling blocks on this 
path to progress. Let’s keep America 
moving forward. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO THE HONORABLE 
SANDRA K. STUART ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR 
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I would 

like to take this opportunity to recog-
nize the outstanding work of the Hon-
orable Sandra K. Stuart as the Assist-
ant Secretary of Defense for Legisla-
tive Affairs. After nearly five years in 
this position, Ms. Stuart is leaving 
government service to pursue other op-
portunities in the private sector. She 
definitely will be be missed by many of 
my colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle. 

I have enjoyed working with Ms. Stu-
art on a wide range of matters affect-
ing the Department of Defense. I al-
ways found her to be extremely knowl-
edgeable and very effective in rep-
resenting the Department’s views. De-
spite the sometimes contentious na-
ture of national security matters, Ms. 
Stuart always maintained a friendly 
and constructive approach to her work 
which served our Nation very well. 

Ms. Stuart had the difficult tasks of 
coordinating the Department of De-
fense’s legislative agenda. She has 
deftly balanced a wide range of De-
fense-related issues, including Bosnia, 
missile defense, health care, readiness, 
acquisition reform, and modernization. 
Because Ms. Stuart earned the trust 
and confidence of those with whom she 
worked, she was able to promote the 
Department’s views very effectively in 
Congress. 

Ms. Stuart’s experience with the Con-
gress predated her current position as 
the Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Legislative Affairs. Before joining the 
Department of Defense in 1993, Ms. Stu-
art served as Chief of Staff to Rep-
resentative Vic Fazio of California who 
recently retired from Congress. In addi-
tion to managing his Congressional 
staff, Ms. Stuart handled appropria-
tions matters before the House Com-
mittee on Appropriations. 

Ms. Stuart’s legislative experience 
also includes work as an Associate 

Staff Member of the House Budget 
Committee and as the Chief Legislative 
Assistant to Representative BOB MAT-
SUI of California. 

Ms. Stuart is a graduate of the Uni-
versity of North Carolina at Greens-
boro and attended the Monterey Col-
lege of Law. She is the mother of two 
sons, Jay Stuart, Jr. and Timothy 
Scott Stuart. She is married to D. Mi-
chael Murray. 

Ms. Stuart earned the respect of 
every Member of Congress and their 
staffs through hard work and her 
straightforward nature. As she now de-
parts to share her experience and ex-
pertise in the civilian sector, I call 
upon my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to recognize her outstanding 
and dedicated public service and wish 
her all the very best in her new chal-
lenges. 

f 

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, now that 
we are back to doing the people’s busi-
ness, it may be of interest that despite 
the so-call budget surplus, the federal 
debt continues to increase by an aver-
age of $248 million a day. Some ‘‘sur-
plus’’! 

Congress and the Administration 
have been BUSILY creating new fed-
eral programs which in turn appear to 
absorb more taxpayer money than 
produce desired benefits for the Amer-
ican people. If we continue with this 
spend—spend—spend mentality, the 
American people’s average portion of 
the federal debt will further escalate 
from its present sum of $20,650.78. 

With these thoughts in mind, Mr. 
President, I begin where I left off in the 
105th Congress: 

At the close of business yesterday, 
Monday, February 22, 1999, the federal 
debt stood at $5,617,212,277,099.84 (Five 
trillion, six hundred seventeen billion, 
two hundred twelve million, two hun-
dred seventy-seven thousand, ninety- 
nine dollars and eighty-four cents). 

Five years ago, February 22, 1994, the 
federal debt stood at $4,540,132,000,000 
(Four trillion, five hundred forty bil-
lion, one hundred thirty-two million). 

Ten years ago, February 22, 1989, the 
federal debt stood at $2,722,208,000,000 
(Two trillion, seven hundred twenty- 
two billion, two hundred eight million). 

Fifteen years ago, February 22, 1984, 
the federal debt stood at 
$1,454,396,000,000 (One trillion, four hun-
dred fifty-four billion, three hundred 
ninety-six million). 

Twenty-five years ago, February 22, 
1974, the federal debt stood at 
$467,489,000,000 (Four hundred sixty- 
seven billion, four hundred eighty-nine 
million) which reflects a debt increase 
of more than $5 trillion— 
$5,149,723,277,099.84 (Five trillion, one 
hundred forty-nine billion, seven hun-
dred twenty-three million, two hundred 
seventy-seven thousand, ninety-nine 
dollars and eighty-four cents) during 
the past 25 years. 
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COUNTLESS FRIENDS MOURN 

VINEGAR BEND MIZELL 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, one 
doesn’t lose a friend like Wilmer Mizell 
without experiencing a deep and pene-
trating sadness. And, by the way, Mr. 
President, my reference to ‘‘Wilmer’’ 
just now is one of the few times I have 
ever called him that. Sure, that’s the 
name on his birth certificate; he was 
officially identified as Wilmer for the 
very good reason that Wilmer is the 
name given him by his parents. 

At least 95 percent of his thousands 
of friends knew him as ‘‘Vinegar 
Bend’’, or sometimes as just ‘‘Vin-
egar’’. And everybody who knew him 
loved him. (He was born in Vinegar 
Bend, Alabama, 68 years ago.) 

Vinegar Bend died this past Sunday 
while visiting his wife’s family in 
Texas. He suffered a severe heart at-
tack some weeks ago, but had bounced 
back and was apparently feeling well 
until the fatal attack on Sunday. 

Vinegar Bend Mizell served three 
terms in the U.S. House of Representa-
tives from 1969 through 1974. His first 
wife, Nancy, was exceedingly popular 
among Members of the House and Sen-
ate until her death several years ago. 
He and his second wife, Ruth Cox 
Mizell, were a devoted couple. 

Mr. President, I have at hand a news-
paper account regarding Vinegar 
Bend’s death. I ask unanimous consent 
that the article, published Monday in 
The Greensboro (N.C.) News and 
Record, headed ‘‘Former Ballplayer; 
N.C. Congressman Mizell Dies at 68’’ be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Greensboro (NC) News and Record, 

Feb. 22, 1999] 
FORMER BALLPLAYER, N.C. CONGRESSMAN 

MIZELL DIES AT 68 
(From Staff and Wire Reports) 

Wilmer ‘‘Vinegar Bend’’ Mizell spent 10 
years in the majors and three terms in Con-
gress. 

HIGH POINT.—Former congressman and 
Major League Baseball pitcher Wilmer ‘‘Vin-
egar Bend’’ Mizell died Sunday while visiting 
his wife’s family in Texas. He was 68. 

Mizell, whose folksy, country-boy ways 
made him popular with voters in central 
North Carolina and with baseball fans in St. 
Louis and Pittsburgh, may have died from 
lingering effects of a heart attack suffered 
last October while attending a highs school 
football game, said his son, David Mizell who 
is coach at High Point Andrews High School. 

David Mizell’s team was playing North Da-
vidson in Welcome, near the Midway commu-
nity where Mizell has lived since the early 
1950s when he pitched for the minor league 
team in Winston-Salem. 

Mizell, after a 10-year career in the Major 
Leagues, became a Davidson County com-
missioner and then served three terms in 
Congress from the 5th Congressional District 
which included Davidson and Forsyth coun-
ties. He was defeated in 1974 by Democrat 
Stephen Neal, a year in which Republican 
candidates nationwide suffered losses in the 
aftermath of the Watergate scandal. 

Mizell later held sub-cabinet posts in the 
Commerce and Agricultural departments 
under President Ford and Reagan. For 

Reagan, Mizell was the agricultural depart-
ment’s top lobbyist in the halls of Congress. 

Mizell was known for his flat-top haircut. 
His nickname came from his hometown of 
Vinegar Bend, Ala. In the majors, Mizell 
pitched for the St. Louis Cardinals from 1952 
until 1960 when he was traded to the Pitts-
burgh Pirates. He helped the Pirates win the 
National League pennant that year. Mizell 
pitched a losing game in the World Series 
that followed. 

He finished his career with the New York 
Mets in 1962. His career record was 90 wins 
and 88 losses, with an earned run average of 
3.85. 

Mizell died in Kerrville, Texas, while he 
and his second wife, Ruth Cox Mizell, were 
visiting her family. Besides Midway, the cou-
ple also had a home in Alexandria, Va., 
David Mizell said. 

Funeral services will be Thursday in Mid-
way. 

(Pursuant to the unanimous consent 
agreement of February 12, 1999, per-
taining to the impeachment pro-
ceedings, the following statements 
were ordered to be printed in the 
Record:) 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Chief Justice, my 
colleagues, in just a few moments, each 
of us will be called upon to do some-
thing that no one has done in Amer-
ican history. We will be voting on two 
articles of impeachment against an 
elected President of the United States. 

Having listened carefully to nearly 50 
of our colleagues who share my point 
of view, it is both difficult and unnec-
essary to attempt to reiterate the pow-
erful logic and the extraordinary elo-
quence of many of their presentations. 

I share the view expressed by so 
many that this body must be guided by 
two fundamental principles. I recognize 
that we are not all guided by these 
principles, but I and others have been 
guided, first, by this question: Has the 
prosecution provided evidence beyond a 
reasonable doubt; and, second, if so, do 
the President’s offenses rise to the 
level of gravity laid out by our found-
ers in the Constitution? 

After listening to both sides of these 
arguments now for the past 5 weeks, I 
believe—I believe strongly—that the 
record shows that on both principles 
the answer is no—no, the case has not 
been proven beyond a reasonable doubt, 
and, no, even if it had been it would 
not reach the impeachable level. 

I also share the view expressed by 
many of my colleagues on the process 
which brought us here: an investiga-
tion by an independent counsel which 
exceeded the bounds of propriety; a de-
cision by the Supreme Court subjecting 
sitting Presidents to civil suits—it is 
my prediction that every future Presi-
dent will be faced with legal trauma as 
a result—a deeply flawed proceeding in 
the House Judiciary Committee, which 
in an unprecedented fashion effectively 
relinquished its obligation to independ-
ently weigh the case for impeachment; 
the disappointing decision to deny 
Members of the Senate and the House 
the opportunity to vote on a censure 
resolution, even though I believe it 
would be supported by a majority in 
both Houses; and finally, the bitterly 

partisan nature of all the actions taken 
by the House of Representatives in 
handling this case. 

But as deeply disappointed as I am 
with the process, it pales in compari-
son to the disappointment I feel toward 
this President. Maybe it is because I 
had such high expectations. Maybe it is 
because he holds so many dreams and 
aspirations that I hold about our coun-
try. Maybe it is because he is my 
friend. I have never been, nor ever ex-
pect to be, so bitterly disappointed 
again. 

Abraham Lincoln may have been 
right when he said, ‘‘I would rather 
have a full term in the Senate, a place 
in which I would feel more consciously 
able to discharge the duties required, 
and where there is more chance to 
make a reputation and less danger of 
losing it, than 4 years of the Presi-
dency.’’ 

Maybe it is because of my disappoint-
ment that I was all the more deter-
mined to help give the Senate its 
chance to make a reputation, as Lin-
coln put it, at this time in our Nation’s 
history. 

The Senate has served our country 
well these past 2 months. And I now 
have no doubt that history will so 
record. There are clear reasons why the 
Senate has succeeded in this historic 
challenge. 

First is the manner in which the 
Chief Justice has presided over these 
hearings. We owe him a big, big debt of 
gratitude. He has presented his rulings 
with clarity and logic. He has tempered 
the long hours and temporary confu-
sion with a fine wit. In an exemplary 
fashion, he has done his constitutional 
duty and has made it possible for us to 
do ours. 

The second reason is our majority 
leader. Perhaps more than anyone in 
the Chamber, I can attest to his stead-
fast commitment to a trial conducted 
with dignity and in the national inter-
est. He has demonstrated that dif-
ferences—honest differences—on dif-
ficult issues need not be dissent, and in 
that end the Senate can transcend 
those differences and conclude a con-
stitutional process that the country 
will respect, and I do. 

Third is our extraordinary staff—the 
Chaplain, my staff in particular, Sen-
ator LOTT’s staff, the floor staff, the 
Parliamentarians, the Sergeant at 
Arms, the Secretary of the Senate. 
They have served us proudly. Their 
professionalism and the quality that 
they have demonstrated each and every 
hour ought to make us all proud. 

Finally, if we have been successful, it 
has been because of each of you—your 
diligence, your deportment, your 
thoughtful arguments on either side of 
these complex, vexing questions. This 
experience and each of you—each of 
you—have made me deeply proud to be 
a Member of the U.S. Senate. 

Growing up in South Dakota, I 
learned so much, as many of us have, 
from relatives and from the people in 
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my hometown, and my parents espe-
cially. Something my father admon-
ished me to do so many, many times in 
growing up is something I still remem-
ber so vividly today. He said, ‘‘Never do 
anything that you wouldn’t put your 
signature on.’’ I thought of that twice 
during these proceedings—once when 
we signed the oath right here, and 
again last night when I signed the reso-
lution for Scott Bates. 

I will hear Scott Bates’ voice when I 
hear my name called this morning. My 
father passed away 2 years ago. He and 
Scott are watching now. And I believe 
they will say that we have a right to 
put our signature on this work, on 
what we have done in these past 5 
weeks, for with our votes today we can 
now turn our attention to the chal-
lenges confronting our country tomor-
row. And, as we do, I hope for one 
thing: That we will soon see a new day 
in politics and political life, one filled 
with the same comity and spirit that I 
feel in the room today, one where good 
governance is truly good politics, one 
which encourages renewed participa-
tion in our political system. It is a 
hope based upon a fundamental belief 
which is now 210 years old, a belief that 
here in this country with this Republic 
we have created something very, very 
special, a belief so ably articulated by 
Thomas Paine as he wrote ‘‘Common 
Sense.’’ 

The sun will never shine on a cause of 
greater worth. This is not the affair of a city, 
a county, a province, or a kingdom, but of a 
continent. This is not the concern of the day, 
a year, or an age. 

Posterity is are virtually involved in the 
contest, and will be more or less affected 
even to the end of time by the proceedings 
now. 

So it is as we cast our votes today 
and begin a new tomorrow. 

Each of us understands that the deci-
sion we must make is the most de-
manding assigned to us, as Senators, 
by the Constitution. The Framers did 
not believe it a simple matter to re-
move a President. They did not intend 
that it occur easily. 

Only a certain class of offenses—trea-
son, bribery and other high crimes and 
misdemeanors—could justify the Presi-
dent’s removal. Only a supermajority— 
two-thirds of the Senate—could au-
thorize it. 

The Framers made as plain as they 
could that each Senator must judge, on 
all the circumstances of the case, 
whether the facts support this extraor-
dinary remedy. 

As I look at this case, I am compelled 
to consider it from beginning to end— 
from the circumstances under which 
the House fashioned and approved the 
articles, to the trial here in the Senate 
when the House pressed its arguments 
for conviction. And I find a case trou-
bled from beginning to end—one 
marked by constitutional defects, in-
consistencies in presentation, sur-
prising concessions by the Managers 
against their own position, and even 
damage done to that position by their 
own witnesses. 

In short, the case I have seen is one 
that I do not believe can bear the 
weight of the profound constitutional 
consequences it is meant to carry. 

Its constitutional defects began in 
the House. 

Rather than initiating its own inves-
tigation, and making its own findings, 
the House rested on the referral from 
Independent Counsel Kenneth Starr. 

Never before has the House effec-
tively relinquished its obligation to 
independently weigh the case for im-
peachment. 

But this time it did, relinquishing 
that obligation to Mr. Starr. 

Mr. Starr’s 454-page referral became 
the factual record in the House. The ar-
guments he made in that referral 
served almost exclusively as the basis 
for the articles prepared and voted by 
the House. 

The House called no independent fact 
witness. The only witness was Mr. 
Starr. And it is telling that Mr. Starr’s 
own ethics adviser, Professor Sam 
Dash, resigned his position with the Of-
fice of Independent Counsel to protest 
the improper role played by Mr. Starr 
in the impeachment process. 

The House proceedings set a dan-
gerous constitutional precedent, and 
the decision to follow this course has 
reverberated throughout the trial here 
in the Senate. 

Because Mr. Starr carried the case in 
the House, the House did not develop or 
explain its own case until the time 
came to prepare for trial in the Senate. 
Those explanations, when they came, 
were replete with inconsistencies—not 
technical or minor inconsistencies, but 
rather inconsistencies that struck at 
the heart of their position. 

On the one hand, the Managers 
charged the President with serious 
crimes. Yet, they also argued that they 
should not be required to prove ‘‘be-
yond a reasonable doubt’’ that the 
President committed those crimes— 
that they need not meet the standard 
that applies throughout our criminal 
justice system. 

On the one hand, the Managers ac-
knowledged that the House rejected an 
article based on President Clinton’s 
deposition in the Jones case. Yet, 
throughout their presentations, includ-
ing their videotaped presentation on 
February 6, they repeatedly relied on 
the President’s statements in that civil 
deposition. 

On the one hand, the Managers in-
sisted that the record received from 
the House provided clear and irref-
utable evidence of the President’s 
guilt. Yet, one Manager declared that 
reasonable people could differ on the 
strength of the case, and another stat-
ed that he could not win a conviction 
in court based on that record. 

On the one hand, the Managers origi-
nally claimed a record so clear that the 
House was not required to call a single 
fact witness—other than Mr. Starr. 
Yet, in the Senate, they insisted that 
their case depended vitally on wit-
nesses. 

In the end, the Senate authorized the 
deposition of witnesses, two of whom— 
Ms. Lewinsky and Mr. Jordan—were 
central to the core allegations of per-
jury and obstruction of justice. These 
were witnesses identified by the 
House—witnesses the Managers ex-
pected to help support their case. 

This is not, however, how it turned 
out. 

In the final blow to the case for re-
moval brought by the Managers, those 
very witnesses provided the Senate 
with clear and compelling testimony— 
in the President’s defense. 

It cannot have escaped many of us 
that the defense showed more and 
longer segments of this testimony than 
the Managers who sought these wit-
nesses in the first place. 

What did Ms. Lewinsky say about the 
false affidavit she filed in the Jones 
case? That she never discussed the con-
tents with the President. That she 
thought she might be able to file a 
truthful, but limited affidavit and still 
avoid testifying. That she had reasons 
completely independent from the 
President’s for wanting to avoid testi-
mony. That the President did not ask 
her to lie or promise her a job for her 
silence. 

What did Ms. Lewinsky say about the 
return of the gifts given to her by the 
President? That she raised with the 
President whether she should turn the 
gifts over to Ms. Currie. That she re-
calls that the President may have ad-
vised her to turn them all over to the 
Jones lawyers. That she told an FBI 
agent of this advice, but it somehow 
was omitted from the Independent 
Counsel’s investigative report. That six 
days before her White House meeting 
with the President, she had already 
made an independent decision to with-
hold gifts from her own lawyer. 

What did Ms. Lewinsky and Mr. Jor-
dan say about the job search for Ms. 
Lewinsky? That it was never connected 
to the preparation of her affidavit, 
much less conditioned on her making 
any false statements to a court. 

What did Mr. Jordan say about any 
pressure placed on the companies he 
contacted to hire Ms. Lewinsky? That 
he only recommended her. That two 
companies he contacted would not hire 
her. That the third company, which did 
hire her, did so on the strength of an 
interview in which she made a strong 
personal impression—much like the 
one she made to the Managers in their 
first meeting with her. 

These witnesses—the House’s wit-
nesses—made it impossible, I believe, 
for the Managers to sustain a case al-
ready weakened by a defective House 
process, serious inconsistencies in their 
arguments, and doubts about its merits 
that even some of the Managers them-
selves candidly expressed. 

Surely a case for removal of the 
President must be stronger. 

Surely a case for conviction must be 
strong enough to unite the Senate and 
the public behind the most momentous 
of constitutional decisions. 
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Surely a case to remove the Presi-

dent from office must be strong enough 
to meet the high standards established 
with such care by the Constitution’s 
framers. 

In requiring that the Senate remove 
only for ‘‘high’’ crimes and mis-
demeanors, the framers acted with 
care. As the House Judiciary Com-
mittee stated in its Watergate report 
25 years ago, ‘‘[I]mpeachment is a con-
stitutional remedy addressed to serious 
offenses against the system of govern-
ment.’’ Its purpose is to protect our 
constitutional form of government, not 
to punish a President. 

It is for this reason that the framers 
made clear that not all offenses by a 
Chief Executive are ‘‘high’’ crimes— 
and that even a President who may 
have violated the law, but not the Con-
stitution, remains subject to criminal 
and civil legal process after he or she 
leaves office. 

Whatever legal consequences may 
follow from this President’s actions, 
the case made by the House Managers 
does not satisfy the exacting standard 
for removal. 

For all of these reasons, I will vote to 
acquit on both articles. 

This is my constitutional judgment 
about whether the Senate should re-
move the President from office. My 
personal judgment of the President’s 
actions is something altogether dif-
ferent, reflecting my values and those 
of South Dakotans and millions of 
Americans. 

Like them, I am extraordinarily dis-
appointed, and angered, by the Presi-
dent’s behavior. Since I have long con-
sidered the President a friend, my own 
sense of betrayal could not run more 
deeply. 

There is no question that the Presi-
dent’s deplorable actions should be 
condemned by the Senate. 

I fervently hope that the Senate will 
do what the House would not—permit 
the people’s elected representatives to 
express themselves and reflect their 
constituents’ views on the President’s 
conduct, for the benefit of our genera-
tion and those still to come. 

So let us proceed now to a vote and 
resolve this constitutional task after 
these long and arduous months. Then 
the time will have come to return to 
the urgent work of the country. 

When we do, I believe that all of us— 
members of the majority and members 
of the minority, however we choose to 
cast our votes—will be able to agree on 
this: 

That in 1999, 100 Senators acted as 
the Constitution required, honoring 
their oath to do impartial justice and 
acting in the best interests of this 
country they so dearly love. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. Chief Justice, my col-
leagues, I do not intend to give a com-
prehensive statement, nor do I intend 
to use all of the time allotted. But I 
feel it is very important to answer 
some of the points that have been 
raised. And let me deal with just a few 
of those. 

When I spoke to you in a previous 
session here, I mentioned the cover 
story, and said that while the cover 
story was not impeachable—the cover 
story which was admitted by counsel 
for the White House—it is a framework 
and a context in which we judge other 
actions. 

Objection has been made by my 
friends primarily on this side of the 
aisle that on occasion we have cited 
evidence where the President may not 
have been truthful, and we may have 
raised other arguments that go beyond 
the boundaries of the articles of im-
peachment as grounds for impeach-
ment. Let me hasten to add that I hope 
that no one would vote for a conviction 
on anything other than the items set 
forth in article I and the items set 
forth in article II. If there are other ac-
tivities that may bear upon or indicate 
a pattern of conduct, that is one thing. 
But we must make our decision on the 
basis of that which has been presented 
to us by the House. 

On the other side, we have heard 
some very spirited and enthusiastic at-
tacks on the independent counsel and 
on the House managers and even on the 
Paula Jones case itself. Let me make 
just a few points. 

No. 1, we threw Judge ALCEE HAS-
TINGS out of office as a judge for lying 
in a grand jury proceeding where he 
was not convicted. The objective is not 
to say that you can only commit per-
jury when a case is won or someone is 
convicted. 

No. 2, the independent counsel got 
into this because the attorney general 
felt that there were grounds to pursue 
the potential violations of law by the 
President in the Monica Lewinsky 
case. And a three-judge court agreed, 
and the independent counsel was as-
signed to pursue this. 

Whatever you may think about what 
the House did, or what the Paula Jones 
attorneys did, or what the independent 
counsel did, that is not the question 
before us. That can be addressed, as 
some of my colleagues said, if there are 
investigations by the Department of 
Justice on improper activities by the 
OIC. Let that proceed in its own realm. 
We are here to judge on the evidence 
before us. 

As I said, we have a cover story. We 
have a cover story that was utilized 
regularly throughout by this President 
and by Monica Lewinsky. 

Objection has been made that, while 
we have the clear testimony that Wil-
liam Jefferson Clinton never said you 
should lie, he never said expressly you 
should file a false affidavit. Well, of 
course, he didn’t. Of course, he didn’t. 
He is a very sophisticated, very able 
lawyer. And, if you are concocting a 
scheme to obstruct justice, you don’t 
tell somebody who is to be part of that 
scheme with you that you should lie 
under oath, that you should file a false 
affidavit because those people might 
just get called to testify under oath at 
some point, as they were in this case. 
But Mr. Clinton didn’t have to do that, 

because Monica Lewinsky understood 
very clearly that she was to stay with 
the cover story until she was told not 
to. She filed the false affidavit that he 
sought. He and his counsel used it in 
the deposition. 

Why was it filed? To keep him from 
having to testify truthfully in the dep-
osition. Was he surprised by it? I do 
not believe it has one iota of credi-
bility to say that after he went out and 
procured that false affidavit, he didn’t 
know that his attorney was going to 
use it, and he was not going to rely on 
it. He got her to do the felonious deed 
of filing a false affidavit so he could 
avoid the danger of having to lie him-
self in a deposition. 

Mr. Clinton didn’t engage in a con-
spiracy with his lawyer, Mr. Bennett. 
We hear about the one-man conspiracy. 
No. He foisted that on his attorney. 
And Mr. Bennett, when he found out 
about the falsity of that affidavit, had 
to do what no attorney ever wants to 
do—he had to write a letter to the 
judge, and say, ‘‘Disregard it. Dis-
regard it. I was part, inadvertently, of 
a scheme to defraud the court.’’ And 
you notice he is not in the case any 
longer. He could not be part of that. 

We know that Mr. Clinton enlisted 
his loyal secretary to violate the law 
to go pick up gifts, and she and Monica 
Lewinsky, once again, committed felo-
nies to continue the story to protect 
the President. And the gifts wound up 
under Betty Currie’s bed. 

Mr. Clinton went to Betty Currie on 
a Sunday and 2 days later and told her 
things that he hoped she would say be-
fore the grand jury. He told his other 
subordinates things that he hoped they 
would say. He even trashed her when it 
appeared that she might be a hostile 
witness. 

Ladies and gentlemen of the Senate, 
I suggest to you that when you have 
this clear-cut evidence of a scheme car-
ried out with direct evidence, testi-
mony of Monica Lewinsky and others, 
Betty Currie and his subordinates, an 
Audrain County jury would not have 
any trouble finding him guilty of tam-
pering with a witness or obstructing 
justice. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Chief Justice and 
fellow Senators, I appreciate this pro-
ceeding. And I appreciate the process 
we have gone through. I hope my re-
marks will be in the spirit of delibera-
tion, and that some of what I say will 
be of value to you. 

If there was a mistake made in this 
case, it is that we have treated this 
more like a piece of legislation than a 
trial. It probably would have been bet-
ter to have just allowed the House to 
have a week or 8 days to present evi-
dence and the other side present their 
evidence and then vote and we would 
have been out of here. As it is, we have 
been involved in the managing of it. 
And I have been impressed that to-
gether we have somehow gotten 
through it in a way that I think I can 
defend. It is marginal, but I think we 
have conducted a trial that I feel we 
can defend. 
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The impeachment came from the 

House so we have to have a trial and a 
vote, in my opinion. Judging on mat-
ters like this is not easy, but we all 
have had to do it. Juries make deci-
sions like this every day. The Presi-
dent has to grant pardons and make 
appointments and remove appoint-
ments. Senators have to vote on nomi-
nations and so forth. I have had the ad-
venture of appearing before Senators 
judging me on a previous occasion. And 
now I am in this body and the other 
day the Chief Justice declared that we 
were all a court, and I thought, ‘‘My 
goodness, I am a Federal judge and a 
Senator, how much better can life get 
than that?’’ 

Now, someone suggested that this is 
a political trial. But the more we make 
it like a real trial, the better off we are 
going to be and the better the people 
are going to like it and the more they 
will respect it. Our responsibility is to 
find the facts, apply the Constitution, 
the law, and the Senate precedent to 
those facts. And precedent is impor-
tant. We should follow it unless we 
clearly articulate a reason to change. 
Unless we do so we are failing in our 
duty. If we want to change our prece-
dent, we obviously have that power. 
But we don’t come at this with a blank 
slate since the 1700s and Federalist 65. 
We have had a lot of impeachments 
since then, and this Senate has estab-
lished some precedent during that 
time. I think the dialogue between 
Madison and Mason suggests a some-
what different view of things than Fed-
eralist 65, in the mind of many. But I 
would just say to you we have had im-
peachment trials of Judges Claiborne, 
Nixon and HASTINGS since then. That is 
our precedent, in recent years, about 
what we believe are our laws and how 
they should be interpreted. 

I would say this about the case. Oth-
ers may see it differently. But with re-
gard to the obstruction article, I might 
have a bit of a quibble with the way 
the case was presented. I think there 
was a lot of time and effort spent on 
trees and not enough on the plain for-
est. Let me just say to you why I be-
lieve the proof of obstruction of justice 
is so compelling, beyond a reasonable 
doubt, to a moral certainty. And that 
is, because the President received in-
terrogatories, he got a subpoena to a 
deposition, and he knew his day was 
coming. He knew he was going to have 
to tell the truth or he was going to 
have to tell a lie, and it wasn’t going 
away. 

He tried to avoid the day. He went all 
the way to the Supreme Court to try to 
stop that case from going forward, and 
the U.S. Supreme Court unanimously 
ruled ‘‘No, you don’t get special privi-
leges. You have to go forward with the 
case.’’ So, here he is having to do some-
thing. If he states he did not have a 
sexual relationship with Monica 
Lewinsky, if he files an answer to an 
interrogatory, which he did in Decem-
ber, in which he flatout stated that he 
had never had sex with a State or Fed-

eral employee in the last decade, that 
would be false. He filed such a false an-
swer to a lawful interrogatory. 

Then he is at a deposition, and what 
happens at the deposition? His attor-
ney tries to keep him from being asked 
about Monica Lewinsky. They produce 
her affidavit and the attorney says 
that the President has seen that affi-
davit and had the opportunity to study 
it. The President testifies later in that 
deposition: It is ‘‘absolutely true.’’ 
That is when it all occurred, right 
there, and talking with Monica before-
hand was critical because if she didn’t 
confirm the lie he was going to tell he 
couldn’t tell it. She wanted a job and 
the President got it for her. If they 
didn’t submit the Lewinsky affidavit, 
the President was going to be asked 
those questions. If they talked about 
the gifts, the cat was going to be out of 
the bag. It is just that simple. The 
wrong occurred right there. 

Then, when he left that deposition, 
he was worried. He called Betty Currie 
that night, right after that deposition, 
the same day, because he knew he had 
used her name and she was either going 
to have to back him up or he was in big 
trouble. So, he coached her. That is 
what it is all about. You can talk 
about the facts being anything you 
want to, but that is the core of this 
case and it is plain and it is simple for 
anybody to see who has eyes to see 
with, in my view. So I think that is a 
strong case. The question is whether or 
not, if you believe that happened, you 
want to remove him from office, and I 
would like to share a few thoughts on 
that. 

Having been a professional pros-
ecutor for 12 years as U.S. attorney, 
and I tried a lot of cases myself, I real-
ly have felt pain for Ken Starr. I had 
occasion to briefly get to know him. I 
knew that his reputation within the 
Department of Justice as Solicitor 
General was unsurpassed. He was given 
a responsibility by the Attorney Gen-
eral of the United States and a court 
panel to find out what the truth was. 
The President lied, resisted, attacked 
him, attacked anybody Mr. Starr dealt 
with, virtually, in seeking the truth. 
And Ken Starr gets blamed for that, 
and then 7 months later we find out 
that the President was lying all the 
time. He was lying all the time. And 
somehow this is Ken Starr’s fault that 
he pursued the matter? I am sure he 
suspicioned the President was lying 
but it couldn’t be proven until the 
dress appeared and then we finally got 
something like the truth. 

Now, one of the most thunderous 
statements made by counsel—I am sur-
prised it didn’t make more news than 
it did—was the representation by 
White House counsel that judges hold 
office on good behavior. 

Those of you who fight tenaciously 
for the independence of the judiciary, 
know that this is not the standard for 
removal of judges. The courts have 
gone through it in some detail. Law re-
views have been written about it. 

Judge Harry T. Edwards, Court of Ap-
peals for D.C. Circuit, wrote in a Michi-
gan law review that: 

Under article II, a judge is subject to im-
peachment and removal only upon convic-
tion by the Senate of treason, bribery, or 
other high crimes and misdemeanors. 

This is because he is a civil officer. 
The President, Vice President and 
Judges are civil officers of the United 
States. There is only one standard for 
impeachment. 

The Constitution is a marvelous doc-
ument. We respect it. To do so, we 
must enforce it as it is written. It says 
that civil officers, judges are removed 
for only those offenses. There are no 
distinctions between the President and 
judges. Just because one official is 
elected and one is not elected, one’s 
term is shorter, or there are more 
judges than Presidents—makes no dif-
ference—that is not what the Constitu-
tion says. They face the same standard 
for impeachment. 

I really believe we are making a seri-
ous legal mistake if we suggest other-
wise. If the standard is the same, then 
we have a problem, because we re-
moved a bunch of judges for perjury. 

Of course, a President gets elected, 
but the President holds office subject 
to the Constitution. One of the limita-
tions on your office as an elected offi-
cial is don’t commit a high crime or 
misdemeanor and if you commit a high 
crime or misdemeanor, you are to be 
removed. I don’t think there is a lot of 
give in this, frankly. 

With regard to precedent, precedent 
is important because it helps us be ob-
jective, less political, less personal and 
do justice fairer. That is what the 
Anglo-American common law is all 
about. Judges have established prece-
dent, and judges tend to follow that 
precedent unless there is a strong rea-
son not to. This is important for the 
rule of law. 

Perjury and its twin, obstruction of 
justice, do amount to impeachable 
crimes and our precedent in the Judge 
Nixon case proves that. I believe we set 
a good standard in that case, finding 
that perjury is a high crime, clearly, 
and we ought to stay with this stand-
ard. 

Some have argued that the House Ju-
diciary Committee on the President 
Nixon matter declared that tax evasion 
was not an impeachable offense be-
cause it was not directly related to one 
of the President’s duties. I don’t think 
that is clear at all. As a matter of fact, 
as I recall a few House Members and 
minority Members signed a statement 
to that effect. But let me ask you this, 
and think about this, if a minority on 
the House Judiciary Committee voted 
on something, or Gerald Ford said 
something when he was in the House 
about impeachment, such is not prece-
dent for the U.S. Senate. It is our 
precedent that counts. It is the prece-
dent established by Judge HASTINGS, 
Judge Nixon, and Judge Claiborne that 
we ought to be concerned about. 
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I do not believe the Constitution says 

that the standard for removal is wheth-
er somebody is a danger to the Repub-
lic’s future. The Constitution says if 
you commit bribery, treason, or other 
high crimes or misdemeanors, you are 
out, unless there are some mitigating 
circumstance somebody can find, but 
the test is not whether or not the offi-
cial is going to continue to do the 
crime in the future. What if it is a one- 
time bribery that is never again going 
to happen. Mr. Ruff advocated the 
‘‘danger’’ standard, and it really dis-
turbed me because it is not in the Con-
stitution. 

If we were to reject the standard we 
use for judges for impeachment, I do 
believe that would mean a lowering of 
our standards. We will not be holding 
the President to the same standards we 
are holding the judges in this country, 
and I don’t think the Constitution jus-
tifies a dual standard. 

As a prosecutor who has been in the 
courtroom a lot, I am not as cynical as 
some have suggested today about the 
law. I have been in grand juries hun-
dreds of times—thousands really. I 
have tried hundreds of cases. I have 
seen witnesses personally. I have been 
with them before they testified and 
have seen them agonize over their tes-
timony. I know people who file their 
tax returns and pay more taxes than 
they want to, voluntarily, because they 
are men and women of integrity. I have 
seen it in grand juries. I have seen peo-
ple cry because they did not want to 
tell the truth, but they told it. They 
filed motions to object to testifying, 
but when it came right down to it, they 
told the truth. 

I believe truth is a serious thing. 
Truth is real and falsehood is real. This 
is, in my view, a created universe and 
we have a moral order and when we 
deny the truth we violate the moral 
order and bad things happen. Truth is 
one of the highest ideals of Western 
civilization commitment to it defines 
us as a people. As Senator KYL said, 
you will never have justice in a court 
of law if people don’t tell the truth. 

So this is a big deal with me. I have 
had that lecture with a lot of people 
who were about to testify. I believe we 
ought not to dismiss this lightly. 

There was a poignant story about Dr. 
Battalino and her conviction for lying 
about a one-time sex act and the losses 
she suffered. Let me tell you this per-
sonal story, and I will finish. 

I was U.S. attorney. The new police 
chief had come to Mobile. He was a 
strong and aggressive leader from De-
troit. He was an African-American. He 
shook up the department, established 
community-based policing, and caused 
a lot of controversy. A group of police 
officers sued him. His driver, a young 
police officer, testified in a deposition 
that the chief had asked him to bug 
other police officers illegally. Not only 
that, he said, ‘‘I’ve got a tape of the 
chief telling me to bug.’’ 

It leaked to the newspapers, all in 
the newspapers. They wanted to fire 

the chief. The FBI was called because 
it is illegal to bug somebody if there is 
not a consenting person in the room. 

It is different with Linda Tripp. Let 
me just explain the law. If you can re-
member and testify to what you hear 
in conversation, you can record that 
conversation and play it later under 
law of virtually every State in Amer-
ica. Maryland apparently is different. 

Here, the driver’s action would be il-
legal. Anyway, the young officer fi-
nally, under pressure of the FBI, con-
fessed. The lawsuit hadn’t ended. The 
civil suit was still going on. He went 
back and changed his deposition and 
recanted. His lawyer came to me and 
said, ‘‘Don’t prosecute him, JEFF. He’s 
sorry. He finally told the truth. He 
went back. The case wasn’t over.’’ 

We prosecuted him. I felt like he had 
disrupted the city, caused great tur-
moil and violated his oath as a police 
officer, and that we could not just ig-
nore that. The case was prosecuted. He 
was convicted, and it was affirmed on 
appeal. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. Chief Justice 
and fellow colleagues, in the Capitol’s 
Mansfield Room where our Conference 
has met over the last few weeks, there 
is a picture of our first president— 
George Washington—who celebrates a 
birthday this Monday. I was reminded 
that, from childhood through adult-
hood, George Washington carried 
around with him a copy of the Rules of 
Civility. The rules could be seen as a 
roadmap of how one should conduct 
himself or herself appropriately in so-
ciety. As the Senate began its course 
through uncharted waters, civility has 
been our goal, if not our duty. We have 
done our best to work together, to be 
respectful of each other’s views and to 
do justice according to the Constitu-
tion. Had we not started with this goal 
in mind, I fear the debate would have 
quickly descended into rancor doing a 
disservice to our Nation. 

In the next few minutes, I want to 
explain how this trial unfolded for me, 
as well as the rationale behind some of 
the votes I’ve cast, including on the 
Articles of Impeachment. 

When the historians write their ac-
counts of the impeachment trial of 
William Jefferson Clinton, I trust that, 
regardless of where one comes down on 
the facts of the case, they will agree 
that the Senate did it right. We con-
ducted a trial that was fair to all sides, 
correct according to the Constitution 
and expeditious in accordance with the 
wishes of the American people. We also 
did our best to conduct our delibera-
tions on a bipartisan basis. 

We began this process by taking a 
second and most solemn oath of office: 
to do impartial justice. For me, as a 
Senator, I can think of no more somber 
and important a constitutional duty 
than the one that was given us. Our 
first task was to draft a blueprint of 
how we would proceed in the trial. We 
met in closed session in the Old Senate 
Chamber where the discussions were 
civil, respectful and frank on both 

sides. In the end, it was Senator 
GRAMM of Texas, joined by Senator 
KENNEDY of Massachusetts, two oppo-
site sides of the political spectrum, 
that led us to a unanimous bipartisan 
agreement on how to proceed. The sup-
port of all 100 Senators was important 
because it opened the door to a trial 
that was conducted in a professional 
and judicious manner and without the 
discord that so many of the Wash-
ington wisemen had predicted. 

After hearing the opening arguments 
made by both sides, Senator ROBERT 
BYRD offered a motion to dismiss the 
case against the President. If success-
ful, this would have been the first dis-
missal of an impeachment trial in our 
Nation’s history. 

My vote against this dismissal mo-
tion was premised on my sworn Con-
stitutional obligation to hear the facts 
and evidence, and consider the law be-
fore I rendered a decision on whether 
the Articles warranted the President’s 
conviction and removal from office. In-
deed, this was part of the oath we 
took—to do impartial justice. The Sen-
ate would not have been able to render 
a fair and correct judgment on the Ar-
ticles without receiving and objec-
tively assessing the wealth of evidence 
presented by the House of Representa-
tives and the White House. In short, 
dismissal was premature and inappro-
priate. 

Consistent with our duty to consider 
all the evidence fully, I supported an 
effort to allow both the House Man-
agers and the White House the oppor-
tunity to depose a limited number of 
key witnesses to resolve inconsist-
encies in testimony. After reviewing 
the depositions, I supported a bipar-
tisan motion to make all of this infor-
mation—both the videotapes and writ-
ten transcripts—part of the permanent 
record so that each and every Amer-
ican could examine the evidence and 
draw their own conclusions. I also 
voted to allow both the House Man-
agers and the White House to use the 
videotaped deposition testimony on the 
floor of the Senate. 

Although I did support deposing a 
limited number of witnesses, I did not 
support an attempt to allow Ms. 
Lewinsky to testify as a live witness 
on the floor of the Senate. In my judg-
ment, we provided the House Managers 
a more than adequate opportunity to 
present their case: allowing for wit-
nesses to be deposed, for House Man-
agers to ask any questions necessary to 
resolve inconsistencies in testimony 
and to allow any portion of these tapes 
to be used on the floor to argue the 
case against the President. Con-
sequently, I thought it inappropriate 
and unnecessary for Ms. Lewinsky to 
testify on the Senate floor. Seventy 
Senators felt similarly on this issue. 

The presentation with videotaped ex-
cerpts, rather than live witnesses, al-
lowed both sides to make their argu-
ments cogently. In my opinion, wit-
nesses questioned on the floor, under a 
time agreement, would have made for a 
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more fragmented process—objections 
by counsel would have disrupted the 
flow of presentations considerably. I 
believe that our decision to exclude 
live witness testimony was appro-
priate, fair and improved the nature of 
closing arguments. 

It is the same sense of obligation and 
a desire to maintain decorum that 
guided me in my vote to uphold the 
Senate’s time-tested tradition of delib-
erating impeachment trials in private. 
Opening the doors of the Senate during 
these final deliberations would have 
been a tragic mistake that would ig-
nore years of precedent on this issue. 
For 2,600 years, since the ancient Athe-
nian lawgiver Solon, trials have been 
open and jury deliberations have been 
private. Throughout our own history in 
every courthouse in America, we have 
open trials, we have public evidence, 
we have public witnesses, but when the 
jury deliberates, it meets in private. 
Jury deliberations are held in private 
for the protection of all parties, and to 
ensure for a frank and open discussion 
of the evidence. 

Private jury deliberations have also 
been part of the Senate rules for 130 
years. Some argue that these rules are 
outdated and need to be revised. How-
ever, in 1974 and 1986, when the Senate 
had an opportunity to vote on changes 
to these rules, it chose to leave intact 
the precedent that the deliberations 
should remain closed. 

Our private deliberations have pro-
moted civil discussion on this grave 
matter of impeachment. Some of the 
most profound and thoughtful state-
ments I’ve heard have come during 
these private meetings—where the ab-
sence of cameras has had the effect of 
turning politicians into statesmen. 
These private deliberations set a tone 
of civility and allowed the healing 
process to begin. 

After hearing all evidence and delib-
erations, at the end, I voted for both 
impeachment articles. Setting all the 
legal contortions aside, as vote against 
the Articles, or to acquit, would be to 
ratify that there are two sets of law in 
our country—one set for our citizens, 
and another for the President of the 
United States. This is a conclusion I 
could not reach or support. Therefore, 
my vote on both Articles says in the 
simplest terms that no American is 
above the law and there must be one 
law that applies to us all. 

Today’s outcome should be a surprise 
to no one. From the beginning, our two 
parties approached this issue in fun-
damentally different ways. While 
Democrats and Republicans agree that 
President Clinton committed very seri-
ous offenses, the disagreement is over 
whether or not these issues rise to the 
level that he should be removed from 
office. To some extent, the die had been 
cast when the Democrat Party decided 
to rally around the President. Like 
President Nixon’s fate was sealed when 
his party fell against him, President 
Clinton’s presidency was secured by his 
party’s allegiance. 

My hope is that no future Senate will 
ever be required to consider Articles of 
Impeachment against the President of 
the United States. But, if they do, I 
have every confidence that we have left 
behind an appropriate roadmap for 
them to fulfill their constitutional re-
sponsibilities. I am proud of the Senate 
and its Members. The Senate should be 
proud of the way it has conducted 
itself: we have done our jobs right by 
being fair to all parties, correct accord-
ing to the Constitution and expeditious 
in accordance with the wishes of the 
American people. 

In conclusion, I would like to thank 
the leaders on both sides. In particular, 
I would like to single out Senator LOTT 
for his leadership—this has clearly 
been one of his finest hours as our Ma-
jority Leader. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. Chief Justice and 

distinguished Senators, Daniel Webster 
once observed that a ‘‘sense of duty 
pursues us ever. It is omnipresent like 
the Deity. If we take to ourselves the 
wings of morning, and dwell in the ut-
termost parts of the sea, duty per-
formed or duty violated is still with 
us. . . .’’ The duty which has faced 
each United States Senator is the obli-
gation to do impartial justice in a mat-
ter of significant historical import 
with lasting consequences for our con-
stitutional order—the consideration of 
the impeachment articles against 
President William Jefferson Clinton. 

Our duty calls on us to answer a seri-
ous question—whether the President’s 
actions warrant his removal from of-
fice. Fundamentally, in arriving at our 
individual decisions, we must consider 
what is in the best interests of the 
American people. The President en-
gaged in conduct, that even his defend-
ers recognize, was reprehensible and 
wrong. A bipartisan majority of the 
House also found that he committed se-
rious, impeachable crimes. 

So, the test for the Senate must be to 
do what’s in the best interest of our na-
tion. It is not a matter of what is easi-
est or cleanest. It is a matter of what 
is in the immediate and long term na-
tional interest. This has been, and it 
will continue to be, a subjective and 
difficult standard and one which I will 
discuss in greater detail later in my re-
marks. 

First, however, I wish to speak on the 
Senate’s procedural responsibility 
when sitting as a Court of Impeach-
ment, the constitutional law con-
cerning impeachable offenses, and the 
Articles of Impeachment at issue in the 
present case; finally, I will conclude 
with a discussion of whether—assum-
ing the facts alleged have been prov-
en—the best interests of the country 
would be served by removing President 
Clinton from office. 

I. THE SENATE’S ROLE 
Let me begin by explaining what the 

role of the Senate is in the impeach-
ment process. 

Simply put, the Senate’s role in the 
impeachment process is to try all im-
peachments. As Joseph Story wrote: 

The power [to try impeachments] has been 
wisely deposited with the Senate. . . . That 
of all the departments of the government, 
‘none will be found more suitable to exercise 
this peculiar jurisdiction than the Senate.’ 
. . . Precluded from ever becoming accusers 
themselves, it is their duty not to lend them-
selves to the animosities of party, or the 
prejudices against individuals, which may 
sometimes unconsciously induce’’ the other 
body. In serving as the tribunal for impeach-
ments, we must strive to attain and dem-
onstrate impartiality, integrity, intelligence 
and independence. If we fail to do so, the 
trial and our judgment will be flawed.—Jo-
seph Story, Commentaries on the Constitu-
tion of the United States, Section 386. 

In short, impeachment trials require 
Senators to act, wherever possible, 
with principled political neutrality. 
One question I have repeatedly asked 
myself during this scandal—when faced 
with questions concerning the interpre-
tation of the relevant law, the process, 
the calls for resignation, or forgive-
ness—has been whether I would have 
taken the same position were this a 
Republican President. I have done this 
throughout the past year I and expect 
many of my colleagues have done the 
same. 

In 1993, the Supreme Court ruled in 
the case of United States versus Nixon 
that the process by which the Senate 
tries impeachments was nonjusticiable. 
As a result of the Nixon decision, the 
Senate has a heightened constitutional 
obligation in impeachment cases. As 
constitutional scholar Michael 
Gerhardt notes in his 1996 book, The 
Federal Impeachment process, ‘‘Con-
gress may make constitutional law— 
that is, make judgments about the 
scope and meaning of its constitu-
tionally authorized impeachment func-
tion—subject to change only if Con-
gress later changes its mind or by con-
stitutional amendment. Thus, Nixon 
raised an issue about Congress’s abil-
ity, in the absence of judicial review, 
to make reasonably principled con-
stitutional decisions.’’ 

I believe the Senate has conducted 
this trial in a fair manner and that we 
have made principled constitutional 
decisions. I want to commend my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle—in 
particular the Majority Leader, TRENT 
LOTT—for the impartial and proficient 
manner in which we have conducted 
our constitutional obligation. 

At the core of our deliberations was 
the tension between, on the one hand, 
our shared interest in putting this 
matter behind us and getting on with 
the Nation’s business, and, on the other 
hand, our interest in affording the 
President, and the weighty matter of 
impeachment, that process which is 
due and fair. While there are decisions 
the Senate reached with which I dif-
fered, I want to make clear my view 
that the Senate has ably balanced 
these competing interests. A fair and 
full trial that we were once told would 
take one year has been completed in 
less than six weeks. The credit for this 
process rests with every Member of the 
Senate, with the House Managers, 
counsel for the President, and the Chief 
Justice. 
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II. THE IMPEACHMENT STANDARD 

Of great concern to me is what the 
standard should be for impeachment in 
this and future trials. The President’s 
Counsel has argued that the President 
can only be removed for constituting, 
what Oliver Wendell Holmes termed in 
free speech cases, a ‘‘clear and present 
danger.’’ It was contended that a Presi-
dent can only be removed if he is a dan-
ger to the Constitution. As such, ac-
cording to the President’s Counsel, re-
movable conduct must relate to egre-
gious conduct related to performance 
in office. Even if the House’s allega-
tion—that President Clinton com-
mitted acts of perjury and obstruction 
of justice is proven true—it was ar-
gued—than such behavior does not rise 
to impeachable offenses because it was 
private, not public, conduct. In this 
case an inappropriate sexual relation 
with a subordinate employee—was the 
predicate of the charged offenses. 

But such a standard establishes an 
impossibly high bar as to render impo-
tent the impeachment clauses of the 
Constitution. I hope that no matter the 
outcome of this trial, President Clin-
ton’s view of what constitutes an im-
peachable offense does not become 
precedent. If it does, I fear the moral 
framework of our Republic will be 
frayed. If it does, the legitimacy of our 
institutions may very well become tat-
tered. It would create the paradox of 
being able to convict and jail an offi-
cial for committing, let’s say, homi-
cide, but not to be able to remove that 
official from holding positions of public 
trust. Committing crimes of moral tur-
pitude, such as perjury and obstruction 
of justice, go to the very heart of quali-
fication for public office. 

The overwhelming consensus of both 
legal and historical scholars is that the 
Constitution mandates the removal of 
the ‘‘President, Vice President, and all 
civil Officers of the United States’’— 
which includes federal judges—‘‘upon 
impeachment by the House and convic-
tion by the Senate of ‘‘treason, bribery 
or other high crimes and mis-
demeanors.’’ (U.S. Const. Art. II. Sec. 
4). The precise meaning of this latter 
clause is critical to the outcome of the 
impeachment trial. 

The President’s advocates agree with 
their critics that this standard is the 
sole standard for presidential impeach-
ment, but contend that the ‘‘or other’’ 
phrase indicates that grounds for im-
peachment must be criminal in nature 
because treason and bribery are crimes 
or acts committed against the state. 

Such crimes or acts must be heinous, 
they contend, because the term 
‘‘crimes and misdemeanors’’ is pre-
ceded by the descriptive adjective 
‘‘high’’ in the impeachment clause. 
These advocates also claim that there 
exists no proof of criminal wrongdoing, 
that we have evidence of only a private 
affair unrelated to performance in pub-
lic office, and that abuse of power re-
lated to official conduct—not present 
here—is a prerequisite for impeach-
ment. 

Many learned scholars oppose this 
view. Looking at the debates in the 
Constitutional Convention in Philadel-
phia in 1787, they note that the Conven-
tion originally chose treason and brib-
ery as the sole standard for impeach-
ment. George Mason argued that this 
standard was too stringent and advo-
cated that ‘‘maladministration’’ be 
added to the list. James Madison ob-
jected, believing that no coherent defi-
nition of ‘‘maladministration’’ existed 
and that such a lenient standard would 
make the President a pawn of the Sen-
ate. The Convention, as a result, set-
tled on the phrase ‘‘treason, bribery or 
other high crime or misdemeanor.’’ It 
is clear that the phrase ‘‘high crimes 
and misdemeanors’’ was considered by 
the Framers to have a more narrow 
and specific meaning and, indeed, it is 
a term taken from English precedent. 

Accordingly, many scholars, includ-
ing Raoul Berger, the dean of impeach-
ment scholars (Impeachment: the Con-
stitutional Problems (1973)), contend 
that the phrase ‘‘high crimes and mis-
demeanors’’ is a common law term of 
art that reaches both private and pub-
lic behavior. Treason and bribery are 
acts that harm society in that they 
constitute a corruption on the body 
politic. Consequently, ‘‘other high 
crimes and misdemeanors’’ encom-
passes similar acts of corruption or be-
trayals of trust, and need not con-
stitute formal crimes. Indeed, Alex-
ander Hamilton in The Federalist No. 
65 makes clear that impeachment is po-
litical, not criminal, in nature and 
reaches conduct that goes to reputa-
tion and character. In the Seventeenth 
and Eighteenth Centuries the term 
‘‘misdemeanor’’ refers not to a petty 
crime, but to bad demeanor. 

History thus demonstrates that acts 
or conduct that demeans the integrity 
of the office, or harms an individual’s 
reputation in such a way as to engen-
der a lack of public confidence in the 
office holder or the political system is 
an impeachable offense. Justice Joseph 
Story, in his celebrated Commentaries 
on the Constitution of the United 
States § 762 (1835), made this abun-
dantly clear when he wrote that im-
peachment lies for private behavior 
that harms the society or demeans its 
institutions: 

In the first place, the nature of the func-
tions to be performed: The offences, to which 
the power of impeachment has been, and is 
ordinarily applied, as a remedy, are of a po-
litical character. Not but that crimes of a 
strictly legal character fall within the scope 
of the power, (for, as we shall presently see, 
treason, bribery, and other high crimes and 
misdemeanors are expressly within it;) but 
that it has a more enlarged operation, and 
reaches, what are aptly termed, political of-
fenses, growing out of personal misconduct, 
or gross neglect, or usurpation, or habitual 
disregard of the public interests, in the dis-
charge of the duties of political office. 

Even though the Framers rejected 
the English model of impeachment as a 
form of punishment and promulgated 
removal as the remedy for conviction, 
most scholars contend that the Fram-

ers looked to English precedent to de-
fine ‘‘high crimes and misdemeanors.’’ 
There is a wealth of evidence that a be-
trayal of public trust or reckless con-
duct that places a high office in disre-
pute constitutes ‘‘high misdemeanors.’’ 
The modifier ‘‘high’’ refers to acts 
against the state or commonwealth. In 
the eighteenth century, the term ‘‘po-
litical’’ also encompassed our modern 
term of ‘‘social.’’ So conduct that 
harmed society as a whole, or deni-
grated the public respect and con-
fidence in governmental institutions, 
constituted ‘‘high crimes and mis-
demeanors.’’ 

As such, both English and American 
officials have been impeached for 
drunkenness, for frequenting pros-
titutes, even for insanity, in other 
words private conduct that is unrelated 
to official acts. Such behavior is seen 
as defaming the office that the accused 
held and diminishing the people’s faith 
in government. Impeachment is thus 
seen by many scholars as a means of 
removing unqualified office holders. 

Thus, impeachment and removal does 
not have to be predicated upon com-
mission of a crime. Consequently, im-
peachment and removal is not in essen-
tially a criminal punishment, a conclu-
sion that is also textually dem-
onstrated by the fact that the Framers 
expressly provided for later indictment 
and criminal conviction of an im-
peached and removed President. 

A high crime and misdeameanor—ac-
cording to this view—does not have to 
amount to a crime or be related to offi-
cial conduct. Even if President Clin-
ton’s acts of perjury were predicated 
upon lying about a private sexual rela-
tion, they still must be considered high 
crimes and misdemeanors. The fact 
that the underlying behavior was pri-
vate in its genesis is irrelevant. Such 
private acts demean the Office of the 
President, and betray public trust. 
Those acts therefore are impeachable. 

But I must emphasize that even if 
the President’s Counsel is correct in 
that private acts unrelated to perform-
ance in office are not impeachable of-
fenses, I believe the gravamen of what 
President Clinton committed are pub-
lic, not private, acts that are unambig-
uous breaches of public trust. Perjury 
and particularly obstruction of justice 
are conduct that attack the very verac-
ity of our justice system. (Further-
more, I vehemently disagree that the 
underlying conduct was a purely pri-
vate concern because the conduct in-
volved a federal employee in a work en-
vironment). 

Lying under oath, hiding evidence, 
and tampering with witnesses destroy 
the truth-finding function of our inves-
tigatory and trial system. Perjury and 
obstruction of justice are particularly 
pernicious if committed by a President 
of the United States, who has sworn 
pursuant to the oath of office to pro-
tect the Constitution and laws of the 
United States. Whether perjury and ob-
struction of justice can be considered 
private or public acts is of no moment. 
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They are twin ‘‘high crimes’’ harming 
the political order and requiring im-
peachment and removal from office. 

A related argument made by the 
President’s Counsel is that a President 
should be held to a less stringent 
standard than federal judges in im-
peachment trials. Because many judges 
have been removed for conduct unre-
lated to performance in office, such as 
Judges Clairborne and Nixon, who were 
convicted and removed for perjurious 
statements unrelated to their perform-
ance in office, the President is almost 
compelled to make this argument. 

In essence, The President’s Counsel 
contend that Article III’s requirement 
that judges hold office for ‘‘good behav-
ior’’ is not simply a description of the 
term of office, but a grounds for im-
peachment if violated. Presidents—and 
other civil officers—are subject to the 
more stringent high crimes and mis-
demeanor standard. 

Most scholars reject this view. For 
instance, Michael J. Gerhardt (The 
Federal Impeachment Process (1996)) 
testified in the House Constitutional 
Subcommittee of the Judiciary Com-
mittee in November that the impeach-
ment standard of high crimes and mis-
demeanors applies to all civil officers, 
including judges as well as the Presi-
dent. This is the sole constitutional 
ground for impeachment. Article III’s 
good behavior provision for judges sim-
ply sets the duration for judicial office 
(lifetime unless impeached). There are 
simply no differing standards for 
judges and the President. 

III. ARTICLE ONE—PERJURY 
Let me now turn to the facts of this 

case. The House alleges in Article I 
that the President should be removed 
because he committed acts of perjury. 
The House alleges in Article II that the 
President should be removed because 
he obstructed and interfered with the 
mechanisms and duly constituted proc-
esses of the justice system. 

To demonstrate why I believe it is so, 
it is necessary to discuss both the legal 
standards and how the facts meet the 
requirements of those standards. I will 
first discuss perjury, and, next, turn to 
obstruction of justice. 

ARTICLE I OF THE IMPEACHMENT OF WILLIAM 
JEFFERSON CLINTON 

In his conduct while President of the 
United States, William Jefferson Clin-
ton, in violation of his constitutional 
oath faithfully to execute the office of 
President of the United States and, to 
the best of his ability, preserve, pro-
tect, and defend the Constitution of the 
United States, and in violation of his 
constitutional duty to take care that 
the laws be faithfully executed, has 
willfully corrupted and manipulated 
the judicial process of the United 
States for his personal gain and exon-
eration, impeding the administration 
of justice, in that: 

On August 17, 1998, William Jefferson 
Clinton swore to tell the truth, the 
whole truth, and nothing but the truth 
before a Federal Grand Jury of the 
United States. Contrary to that oath, 

William Jefferson Clinton willfully 
provided perjurious, false and mis-
leading testimony to the grand jury. 
I. STATEMENTS BEFORE THE GRAND JURY THAT 

CONSTITUTE PERJURY 

OVERVIEW 

‘‘Whoever under oath . . . in any pro-
ceeding before or ancillary to any 
court or grand jury knowingly makes 
any false material declaration . . . 
shall be fined under this title or im-
prisoned not more than five years, or 
both.’’ See 18 U.S.C. § 1623(a). In a pros-
ecution for perjury under 18 U.S.C. 
§ 1623(a), the prosecution must prove 
the following elements: (1) the declar-
ant was under oath, (ii) the testimony 
was given in a proceeding before a 
court of the United States, (iii) the 
witness knowingly made, (iv) a false 
statement, and (v) the testimony was 
material. United States v. Whimpy, 531 
F.2d 768 (1976). The first two elements 
are not at issue here because it is un-
disputed that President Clinton testi-
fied under oath before a Grand Jury of 
the United States. As the discussion 
below reveals, the House Managers 
proved the remaining elements of per-
jury beyond a reasonable doubt for key 
aspects of President Clinton’s Grand 
Jury testimony. 
A. STATEMENTS TO BETTY CURRIE ON JANUARY 

18, 1998 

President Clinton committed perjury 
before the Grand Jury when he testi-
fied falsely concerning his motivation 
for making five statement to Betty 
Currie. Hours after his deposition in 
the Jones case, President Clinton 
called his secretary Betty Currie and 
asked her to come to the White House 
the next day, January 18. See Currie 1/ 
27/98 GJ at 65–66. On that Sunday after-
noon, the President made the following 
five statements to Ms. Currie about 
Monica Lewinsky: (1) ‘‘You were al-
ways there when she was there, 
right?’’; (2) ‘‘We were never really 
alone.’’; (3) ‘‘Monica came on to me, 
and I never touched her, right?’’; (4) 
‘‘You can see and hear everything, 
right?’’; and (5) ‘‘She wanted to have 
sex with me, and I cannot do that.’’ Id. 
at 71–74. President Clinton repeated 
these same questions and statements 
to Betty Currie a few days later. See 
BC 1/27/98 GJ at 80–81. When he dis-
cussed his deposition testimony regard-
ing Ms. Lewinsky with Betty Currie on 
these two occasions, President Clinton 
violated Judge Wright’s strict order 
prohibiting any discussion of the Jones 
deposition. 

FALSITY 

President Clinton lied to the Grand 
Jury when he testified about his moti-
vation for making these statements. 
When asked before the Grand Jury 
about these statements to Betty 
Currie, the President testified that he 
asked these ‘‘series of questions’’ in 
order to ‘‘refresh [his] memory about 
what the facts were.’’ See WJC 8/17/98 
GJ at 131. He further testified that he 
wanted to ‘‘know what Betty’s memory 
was about what she heard, what she 

could hear’’ and that he was ‘‘trying to 
get as much information as quickly as 
I could * * * [a]nd I was trying to fig-
ure [it] out * * * in a hurry because I 
knew something was up.’’ See WJC 8/17/ 
98 at 56. Immediately following exten-
sive questioning on this issue, a dif-
ferent prosecutor from the Office of 
Independent Counsel asked the Presi-
dent that ‘‘[i]f I understand your cur-
rent line of testimony, you are saying 
that your only interest in speaking 
with Ms. Currie in the days after your 
deposition was to refresh your own 
recollection.’’ (Emphasis added.) See 
WJC 8/17/98 GJ at 141–142. President 
Clinton answered: ‘‘Yes.’’ Id. 

President Clinton’s testimony that 
he was ‘‘only’’ trying to ‘‘refresh [his] 
memory about what the facts were’’ is 
perjury because a person cannot ‘‘re-
fresh’’ his memory with statements 
and questions that he knows are false. 
Each of President Clinton’s five state-
ments to Currie is either an outright 
lie or extremely misleading. President 
Clinton knew the facts of his relation-
ship with Ms. Lewinsky, and he knew 
his statements to Betty Currie were 
false. By definition, these false ques-
tions and statements could not have 
helped President Clinton accurately re-
fresh his memory. 

In addition, Betty Currie could not 
possibly have known the answers to 
some of these questions. For example, 
how could Betty Currie have known 
whether the President ever ‘‘touched’’ 
Ms. Lewinsky or whether Ms. Currie 
was ‘‘always there when [Ms. 
Lewinsky] was there?’’ Common sense 
defies the President’ explanation: if 
one is trying to refresh his memory or 
gather information quickly, he does 
not ask questions of a person to which 
the person could not know the answers. 
The fact that Betty Currie could not 
have known the answers to these ques-
tions further undermines President 
Clinton’s testimony that he was trying 
to refresh his memory or gather infor-
mation quickly. 

If the President was merely trying to 
refresh his recollection or gather infor-
mation quickly why did he repeat these 
questions and statements to Currie a 
few days later? As the House Managers 
noted during the trial, instead of ask-
ing a series of specific leading ques-
tions, why didn’t President Clinton ask 
Currie a general question about what 
she recalled about Ms. Lewinsky’s ac-
tivity at the White House? Moreover, 
President Clinton’s blatant violation of 
Judge Wright’s order prohibiting any 
discussion of the Jones deposition casts 
further doubt on his testimony on this 
issue. The President’s testimony re-
garding his motivation for these state-
ments is false. He did not make these 
statements to refresh his recollection. 
Rather, as the following section ex-
plains, the President made these state-
ments to Ms. Currie in order to influ-
ence her potential testimony in the 
Jones suit and to influence her possible 
responses to the media. 
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KNOWINGLY 

In a perjury case under 18 U.S.C. 
§ 1623, the prosecution must prove that 
the defendant ‘‘knowingly’’ made the 
false statement. Under this statute, 
‘‘knowingly’’ means merely that the 
defendant made the false statement 
‘‘voluntarily and intentionally, and not 
because of mistake or accident or other 
innocent reason.’’ United States v. 
Fawley, 137 F.3d 458, 469 (7th Cir. 1998); 
United States v. Watson, 623 F.2d 1198, 
(7th Cir. 1980). 

The President knowingly made these 
false statements about his motivation 
for speaking to Betty Currie after his 
deposition. He did not make these 
statements by ‘‘mistake or accident or 
other innocent reason.’’ Rather, Presi-
dent Clinton lied about his motivation 
to conceal his true purpose in making 
these statements to Currie. In reality, 
President Clinton was attempting to 
corroborate his deceitful testimony in 
the Jones deposition with a prospective 
witness. When he made these state-
ments to Currie, the President knew 
that she was a likely witness in the 
Jones case because he repeatedly re-
ferred to Currie when asked about Ms. 
Lewinsky by the Jones lawyers. See 
Clinton 1/17/98 Dep. at 58. President 
Clinton actually told the Jones lawyers 
to ‘‘ask Betty’’ in response to one ques-
tion in the deposition. Id. at 64–66. In 
fact, Betty Currie was subpoenaed by 
the Jones lawyers only days after the 
President’s deposition. 

Moreover, in addition to influencing 
a prospective witness in the Jones suit, 
the President had another motivation 
for coaching Ms. Currie: She was a 
probable target of press inquiries about 
this controversy. In fact, a prominent 
reporter from Newsweek had already 
called Currie on January 15, 1998 and 
asked her about Ms. Lewinsky. See 
Currie 5/6/98 GJ at 120–121. The Presi-
dent had a motive to influence infor-
mation Currie might give to the 
media—in addition to testimony she 
might give as a witness in Jones versus 
Clinton. The President knowingly 
made these statements to Ms. Currie in 
order to influence both her potential 
testimony and her possible responses 
to the media. 

MATERIALITY 
‘‘Because the Grand Jury’s function 

is investigative, materiality in that 
context is broadly construed.’’ United 
States v. Gribbon, 984 F.2d 471 (2d Cir. 
1993). Courts have consistently held 
that in a Grand Jury, ‘‘a false declara-
tion is ‘material’ within the meaning 
of [18 U.S.C.] § 1623 when it has a nat-
ural effect or tendency to influence, 
impede or dissuade the Grand Jury 
from pursuing its investigation.’’ 
United States v. Kross, 14 F.3d 751 (2d 
Cir. 1994). 

President Clinton’s false statements 
to the Grand Jury regarding his Janu-
ary conversations with Betty Currie 
are material to the Grand Jury’s inves-
tigation of obstruction of Justice. To 
determine whether the President ob-
structed justice in the Jones case, it 

was critical for the Grand Jury to as-
certain whether President Clinton at-
tempted to influence the testimony of 
Currie, a potential witness in that 
case. President Clinton’s statements to 
Currie the day after his deposition 
strongly indicate that he was seeking 
to influence her testimony. The Presi-
dent’s false statements about his moti-
vation for making these statements to 
Currie had the ‘‘natural effect or tend-
ency’’ to ‘‘impede or dissuade the 
Grand Jury from pursuing its inves-
tigation’’ of obstruction of justice in 
the Jones case. 

THE PRESIDENT’S DEFENSE 

In his trial brief, the President offers 
only a brief defense to this perjury al-
legation. First, the President argues 
that ‘‘Ms. Currie’s testimony supports 
the President’s assertion that he was 
looking for information as a result of 
his deposition’’ when he made these 
statements to Currie. See President’s 
Trial Brief at 53. As discussed earlier, 
however, this is implausible. A person 
cannot accurately gather information 
by making false or misleading state-
ments to another person. 

Second, in his brief, the President re-
fers to Currie’s Grand Jury testimony 
in which she testified that she felt no 
pressure to agree with the President 
when he made these questions and 
statements. See President’s Trial Brief 
at 51–53. However, the fact that Ms. 
Currie testified that she did not feel 
pressured is completely irrelevant to 
whether the President committed per-
jury concerning these statements. 
President Clinton’s state of mind—not 
Ms. Currie’s—is at issue here because 
he is the one accused of perjury. 

In sum, the House Managers proved 
beyond a reasonable doubt that Presi-
dent Clinton (1) knowingly (2) lied 
about his motivation for making these 
deceitful statements to Betty Currie (3) 
concerning a material matter under in-
vestigation by the Grand Jury (4) while 
under oath before a federal Grand Jury. 

B. THE NATURE AND EXTENT OF THE PHYSICAL 
RELATIONSHIP WITH LEWINSKY 

Another example of perjury before 
the Grand Jury concerns President 
Clinton’s testimony that he did not en-
gage in ‘‘sexual relations’’ with Ms. 
Lewinsky even under his alleged under-
standing of the definition used in the 
Jones case. Even under his purported 
interpretation of the term, however, 
Clinton admitted to the Grand Jury 
that if the person being deposed 
touched certain enumerated body parts 
of another person, then that would con-
stitute ‘‘sexual relations.’’ See WJC 8/ 
17/98 at 95–96. When asked if he denied 
engaging in such specific conduct, Clin-
ton answered ‘‘[t]hat’s correct.’’ Id. 

FALSITY 

President Clinton lied to the Grand 
Jury when he testified concerning the 
nature and extent of the sexual rela-
tionship. First, human nature and com-
mon sense strongly undermine Presi-
dent Clinton’s testimony. It is undis-
puted that President Clinton and Ms. 

Lewinsky engaged in sexual activity on 
at least ten occasions over the course 
of 16 months. President Clinton’s testi-
mony to the Grand Jury that he never 
touched Ms. Lewinsky in certain areas 
with the intent to arouse is simply not 
believable given the nature and extent 
of their contact. 

In addition, Ms. Lewinsky’s testi-
mony directly contradicts the Presi-
dent. She testified in detail repeatedly 
before the grand jury about each of 
their sexual encounters. According to 
Ms. Lewinsky’s testimony, she and 
President Clinton engaged in conduct 
that constituted ‘‘sexual relations’’ 
even under the President’s purported 
understanding of the term during 10 en-
counters. It is important to note that 
Ms. Lewinsky’s testimonty about the 
extent of their sexual conduct occurred 
before the President’s Grand Jury tes-
timony made these precise sexual de-
tails important. Moreover, Ms. 
Lewinsky’s friends, family members, 
and medical therapists corroborated 
her account by testifying to the Grand 
Jury that Lewinsky made near-con-
temporaneous statements to them that 
President Clinton fondled her in a vari-
ety of ways during their encounters. 
Finally, the fact that President Clin-
ton lied to the American people about 
this tawdry affair badly undermines his 
implausible testimony on this issue. 

KNOWINGLY 
As mentioned earlier, in a perjury 

case under 18 U.S.C. § 1623, the prosecu-
tion must prove that the defendant 
‘‘knowingly’’ made the false statement. 
Under this statute, ‘‘knowingly’’ 
means merely that the defendant made 
the false statement ‘‘voluntarily and 
intentionally, and not because of mis-
take or accident or other innocent rea-
son.’’ United States v. Fawley, 137 F.3d 
458, 469 (7th Cir. 1998), United States v. 
Watson, 623 F.2d 1198 (7th Cir. 1980). 

President Clinton knowingly made 
these false statements about the na-
ture and extent of his sexual relation-
ship. He did not make these statements 
by ‘‘mistake or accident or other inno-
cent reason.’’ Instead, the President 
had a strong motive to lie about the 
extent of the sexual contact in order to 
avoid being accused of perjury in the 
Jones deposition. After Ms. Lewinsky’s 
dress was discovered, President Clinton 
could no longer deny a sexual affair. 
However, because he repeatedly denied 
having ‘‘sexual relations’’ with Ms. 
Lewinsky in the Jones deposition, the 
President was trapped. As mentioned 
earlier, the President was forced to 
admit that fondling Ms. Lewinsky in 
certain ways would constitute ‘‘sexual 
relations’’ even under his purported in-
terpretation of the term. Consequently, 
President Clinton had to deny such 
fondling before the Grand Jury to pre-
vent an admission that he committed 
perjury in his civil deposition, despite 
how implausible this denial is. In sum-
mary, President Clinton committed 
perjury before the Grand jury by insist-
ing that his testimony in the Jones 
deposition on this key matter was true. 
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Perhaps due to fear of being charged 
with perjury in the Jones deposition, 
President Clinton committed the more 
serious offense of perjury before a 
Grand Jury. 

MATERIALITY 
As mentioned earlier, ‘‘because the 

Grand Jury’s function is investigative, 
materiality in that context is broadly 
construed.’’ United States v. Gribbon, 984 
F.2d 471 (2d Cir. 1993). Courts have con-
sistently held that in a Grand Jury, ‘‘a 
false declaration is ‘material’ within 
the meaning of [18 U.S.C.] § 1623 when it 
has a natural effect or tendency to in-
fluence, impede or dissuade the Grand 
Jury from pursuing its investigation.’’ 
United States v. Kross, 14 F.3d 751 (2d 
Cir. 1994). 

The President’s false statements 
about the extent of his sexual conduct 
with Ms. Lewinsky are material to the 
Grand Jury’s investigation of whether 
the President committed perjury in the 
Jones deposition. In an effort to deter-
mine whether President Clinton testi-
fied truthfully in his deposition, the 
Office of Independent Counsel ques-
tioned the President at length before 
the Grand Jury about the nature and 
extent of his sexual relationship with 
Ms. Lewinsky. The President’s tor-
tured definition of sexual relations 
makes these details material to wheth-
er he committed perjury in the Jones 
deposition. Simply put, if the President 
touched Ms. Lewinsky in certain ways, 
he is guilty of perjury in the Jones dep-
osition. Obviously, President Clinton’s 
false statements on this matter had 
the ‘‘natural effect or tendency to in-
fluence, impede or dissuade the Grand 
Jury from pursuing its investigation’’ 
of perjury in the Jones deposition. 

THE PRESIDENT’S DEFENSE 
In President Clinton’s trial brief, the 

only rebuttal to his allegation of per-
jury is that ‘‘[t]his claim comes down 
to an oath against an oath about im-
material details concerning an ac-
knowledged wrongful relationship.’’ 
See Clinton Trial Brief at 44. Even this 
one pithy sentence, however, is inac-
curate. First, as the earlier discussion 
reveals, there is more evidence than an 
oath against an oath. Human nature 
and common sense badly undermine 
the President’s testimony. In addition, 
Ms. Lewinsky testified in detail repeat-
edly before the Grand Jury about the 
extent of the sexual relationship, while 
the President reverted to his prepared 
statement 19 times to avoid answering 
specific sexual questions. Moreover, 
the testimony of Ms. Lewinsky’s fam-
ily, friends, and medical therapists pro-
vide additional evidence of the Presi-
dent’s perjury. Finally, the fact that 
President Clinton lied to the entire na-
tion about this sordid affair—and only 
acknowledged the affair when con-
fronted with evidence of Ms. 
Lewinsky’s dress—devastates his credi-
bility on this issue. 

In sum, the House Managers provide 
beyond a reasonable doubt that Presi-
dent Clinton (1) knowing (2) lied about 
the extent of his sexual activity with 

Ms. Lewinsky (3) concerning a material 
matter under investigation by the 
Grand Jury (4) while under oath before 
a federal Grand Jury. 

OTHER LIES BEFORE THE GRAND JURY 
In addition, I have concluded that 

President Clinton lied in other in-
stances before the Grand Jury. While 
these lies might not sustain a convic-
tion for perjury in a court of law, they 
are profoundly troubling nonetheless. 
For instance, it strongly appears that 
President Clinton lied to the Grand 
Jury when he testified that he did not 
believe certain acts that he and Ms. 
Lewinsky engaged in were covered by 
any of the terms and definitions used 
in the Jones suite. The following defi-
nition of ‘‘Sexual Relations’’ was used 
at the Jones deposition: 

For the purposes of this deposition, a per-
son engages in ‘sexual relations’ when the 
person knowingly engages in or causes con-
tact with . . . [certain enumerated body 
parts] of any person with the intent to arouse 
. . .’’ (Emphasis added.) 

Amazingly, President Clinton testified 
to the Grand Jury that he does not be-
lieve and did not believe at the Jones 
deposition that this definition includes 
certain acts which I will not specify. 
Without addressing these lurid details, 
Clinton interprets ‘‘any person’’ to 
mean ‘‘any other person’’ under the 
definition. There is no legal basis for 
him to interpret the definition in this 
manner. 

I do not believe that President Clin-
ton can reasonably claim this interpre-
tation. First, under the President’s in-
terpretation, one person can engage in 
sexual relations, while his or her part-
ner in the same activity is not engaged 
in sexual relations. Obviously, this is 
an implausible and absurd conclusion. 
Second, no reasonable person would 
have understood the definition in the 
Jones suit not to encompass the par-
ticular activity that President Clinton 
and Ms. Lewinsky engaged in. It is im-
portant to remember that the under-
lying allegation in the Jones suit con-
cerned the same particular acts in-
volved in the Lewinsky affair. Why 
would the Jones’ lawyers use a defini-
tion that did not include the very con-
duct alleged by their client? Given this 
context, the President’s testimony 
that he did not believe the definition 
included certain conduct is not believ-
able. 

Finally, the President had a clear 
motive to lie about his understanding 
of the definition of sexual relations. 
After Ms. Lewinsky’s dress was discov-
ered, the President could no longer 
deny his sexual affair. However, the 
President repeatedly denied having 
‘‘sexual relations’’ with Ms. Lewinsky 
in the Jones deposition. President Clin-
ton’s absurd interpretation of the defi-
nition of sexual relations allowed him 
to admit to a sexual relationship— 
which he had to do given the dress— 
without simultaneously admitting to 
perjury in the Jones deposition. Be-
cause perjury is such a difficult crime 
to prove, I have concluded that the 

President might not be convicted in a 
court of law for perjury concerning his 
testimony on this issue. I am con-
vinced, however, that President Clin-
ton lied to the Grand Jury about this 
matter. While this testimony might 
not generate a conviction in a court of 
law, it was clearly contrived and is pro-
foundly troubling. 

IV. ARTICLE TWO—OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE 
Let me now turn to the facts of the 

second article of impeachment alleging 
obstruction of justice. Article Two al-
leges that: 

In his conduct while President of the 
United States, William Jefferson Clinton, in 
violation of his oath faithfully to execute 
the office of President of the United States 
and, to the best of his ability, preserve, pro-
tect, and defend the Constitution of the 
United States, and in violation of his con-
stitutional duty to take care that the laws 
be faithfully executed, has prevented, ob-
structed, and impeded the administration of 
justice, and has to that end engaged person-
ally, and through his subordinates and 
agents, in a course of conduct or scheme de-
signed to delay, impede, cover up, and con-
ceal the existence of evidence and testimony 
related to a Federal civil rights action 
brought against him in a duly instituted ju-
dicial proceeding. 

In order to determine whether the 
President has engaged in the type of 
acts charged, it is important that the 
law be first addressed in order to guide 
us in understanding how the facts re-
late to the violations alleged. 

A. The Law of Obstruction of Justice: 
1. 18 U.S.C. § 1503: 
The Federal obstruction of justice 

statute punishes ‘‘[w]hoever . . . cor-
ruptly . . . influences, obstructs, or im-
pedes, or endeavors to influence, ob-
struct, or impede, the due administra-
tion of justice.’’ 18 U.S.C.A. § 1503(a). 
Known as the ‘‘omnibus clause,’’ 
§ 1503(a) ‘‘clearly forbids all corrupt en-
deavors to obstruct or impede the due 
administration of justice,’’ United 
States v. Williams, 874 F.2d 968, 976 (5th 
Cir. 1989), which is defined as ‘‘the per-
formance of acts required by law in the 
discharge of duties such as appearing 
as a witness and giving truthful testi-
mony when subpoenaed.’’ United States 
v. Partin, 552 F.2d 621, 641 (5th Cir. 1977). 
The statute has alternatively been in-
terpreted as forbidding ‘‘interferences 
with . . . judicial procedure’’ and aim-
ing ‘‘to prevent a miscarriage of jus-
tice.’’ United States v. Silverman, 745 
F.2d 1386, 1398 (11th Cir. 1984). 

‘‘There are three core elements that 
the government must establish to 
prove a violation of the omnibus clause 
of section 1503: (1) there must be a 
pending judicial proceeding; (2) the de-
fendant must have knowledge or notice 
of the pending proceeding; and (3) the 
defendant must have acted corruptly 
with the specific intent to obstruct or 
impede the proceeding in its due ad-
ministration of justice.’’ United States 
v. Williams, 874 F2d 968, 976 (5th Cir. 
1989). Accord United States v. Grubb, 11 
F.3d 426, 437 (4th Cir. 1993) (adding the 
word ‘‘influence’’ to the terms ‘‘ob-
struct or impede’’ in the intent ele-
ment). 
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The purpose of the statute, according 

to the Supreme Court is not directed at 
the success of the corruptive effort, 
‘‘but at the ‘endeavor’ to do so.’’ United 
States v. Russell, 255 U.S. 138, 143 (1921) 
(opining that the word ‘‘endeavor’’ was 
used instead of ‘‘attempt’’ in order to 
avoid the technical distinctions be-
tween attempts, which are punishable, 
and preparation for attempts, which 
are not). See also United States v. 
Aguilar 515 U.S. 593, 599 (1995) (holding 
that while the endeavor must have the 
‘natural and probable effect’ of inter-
fering with the due administration of 
justice, the defendant’s actions need 
not be successful, citing Russell). 

2. 18 U.S.C. § 1512. 
The statute criminalizing witness 

tampering prohibits, inter alia, the use 
or attempted use of corrupt persuasion 
or misleading conduct with the intent 
of influencing delaying, or preventing 
testimony in an official proceeding, 
causing a person to withhold testimony 
or documentary evidence, alter or de-
stroy physical evidence, evade legal 
process, or be absent from an official 
proceeding to which such person has 
been legally summoned. 18 U.S.C. 
§ 1512(b). ‘‘To sustain its burden of 
proof for the crime of tampering with a 
witness . . . the Government must 
prove . . . that the [d]efendant know-
ingly, corruptly persuaded or at-
tempted to corruptly persuade . . . a 
witness; and second, that the 
[d]efendant . . . did so intending to in-
fluence the testimony of [that witness] 
at the [g]rand [j]ury proceeding.’’ 
United States v. Thompson, 76 F.3d 442, 
452–453 (2d Cir. 1996). 

The witness tampering statute’s pro-
hibition of corruptly persuading some-
one with intent to ‘‘influence, delay, or 
prevent the testimony of any person in 
an official proceeding,’’ has been inter-
preted to mean exhorting a person to 
violate his legal duty to testify truth-
fully in court. United States v. Morrison, 
98 F.3d 619, 630 (D.C. Cir. 1996) (rejecting 
defendant’s argument that a simple re-
quest to testify falsely was outside the 
scope of § 1512(b)), cert. denied, 117 S.Ct. 
1279 (1997). As the Second Circuit ex-
plained: ‘‘Section 1512(b) does not pro-
hibit all persuasion but only that 
which is ‘corrupt.’ The inclusion of the 
qualifying term ‘corrupt’ means that 
the government must prove that the 
defendant’s attempts to persuade were 
motivated by an improper purpose to 
. . . . A prohibition against corrupt 
acts ‘is clearly limited to . . . constitu-
tionally unprotected and purportedly 
illicit activity.’ United States v. Thomp-
son 76 F.3d 442, 452 (2d Cir. 1996) 
(quoting United States v. Jeter, 775 F2d 
670, 679 (6th Cir. 1985)). 

Apart from corrupt persuasion with 
intent to influence a person’s testi-
mony, § 1512(b) proscribes engaging in 
misleading conduct with intent to in-
fluence such testimony. 18 U.S.C. 
§ 1512(b)(1). As one court described it, 
‘‘[t]he most obvious example of a sec-
tion 1512 violation may be the situa-
tion where a defendant tells a potential 

witness a false story as if the story 
were true, intending that the witness 
believe the story and testify to it be-
fore the grand jury. United States v. 
Rodolitz, 786 F.2d 77, 81–82 (2d Cir. 1986). 

Some courts have interpreted con-
duct that was not misleading to the 
person at whom it was directed, even if 
it was intended to misled the govern-
ment, as outside the scope of § 1512. See 
e.g. United States v. King, 762 F.2d 232, 
237–238 (2d Cir. 1985). However, the 
Rodolitz court distinguished the facts 
in King, where there was insufficient 
evidence that the witness was actually 
misled, from the situation where the 
declarant makes false statements to a 
witness who is ignorant of their falsity. 
See Rodolitz, 786 F2d at 81–82 (‘‘In giv-
ing the statutory language its fair 
meaning, the court must find that 
making false statements to convince 
another to lie falls squarely within the 
definition of ‘engaging in misleading 
conduct toward another person’ under 
section 1512.’’). 

The witness tampering statute ex-
plicitly states that ‘‘an official pro-
ceeding need not be pending or about 
to be instituted at the time of the of-
fense.’’ 18 U.S.C. § 1512(e)(1). However, 
courts have implied some state of mind 
element. E.g. United States v. Kelly, 36 
F.3d 1118, 1128 (D.C.Cir. 1994) (‘‘It there-
fore follows that § 1512 does not require 
explicit proof of [defendant’s] knowl-
edge . . . that such proceedings were 
pending or were about to be insti-
tuted. . . . The statute only requires 
that the jury be able reasonably to 
infer from the circumstances that [de-
fendant], fearing that a grand jury pro-
ceeding had been or might be insti-
tuted, corruptly persuaded persons 
with the intent to influcence their pos-
sible testimony in such a proceeding.’’) 

B. The Facts Related to Obstruction 
of Justice. 

1. Subparts (1) and (2) of Article II: 
In Subpart (1) of Article II, it is 

averred that: 
On or about December 17, 1997, Wil-

liam Jefferson Clinton corruptly en-
couraged a witness in a federal civil ac-
tion brought against him to execute a 
sworn affidavit in that proceeding that 
he knew to be perjurious, false and 
misleading. 

Subpart (2) alleges that: 
On or about December 17, 1997, Wil-

liam Jefferson Clinton corruptly en-
couraged a witness in a Federal civil 
rights action brought against him to 
give perjurious, false and misleading 
testimony if and when called to testify 
personally in that proceeding. 

Subparts (1) and (2) are flip sides of 
the same coin. In essence, the two sub-
parts charge that the President’s 2:30 
a.m. phone call to Ms. Lewinsky on De-
cember 17, 1997, informing her of her 
presence on a witness list in the Jones 
case was designed to encourage her to 
provide a false affidavit in the case to 
avoid testifying, or failing that, that 
she give false testimony hiding the 
true nature of their relationship. What 
does the evidence show? 

It should be recalled that the pres-
ence of Ms. Lewinsky’s name on the 
Jones witness list first came to the at-
tention of the President no later than 
December 17, 1997. See WJC 8/17/98 at 
83–84. He was certainly aware of the 
true nature of their relationship, and it 
can be inferred that he knew that 
knowledge of the existence of that re-
lationship would be detrimental to his 
case. It is also known that a cover 
story had been developed earlier to 
hide the relationship from others that 
included the false representation that 
Ms. Lewinsky’s visits to the oval office 
were for the purpose of bringing the 
President papers or to visit Ms. Currie. 
See WJC 8/17/98 at 83–84. 

Ms. Lewinsky testified that in the 
same 2:30 a.m. conversation in which 
he informed her of the presence of her 
name on the witness list, the President 
told her that she could always say she 
was bringing him papers or visiting Ms. 
Currie, consistent with their previous 
cover series. See ML 2/1/99 at CONG. 
REC. S1219. Ms. Lewinsky and the at-
torneys for the President have argued 
that since Ms. Lewinsky did in fact 
‘‘see’’ Ms. Currie on those visits to the 
President and since she was ‘‘carrying’’ 
papers, that story was not untruthful 
and therefore could not have been de-
signed to obstruct justice. However, 
that rationale defies logic and common 
sense. 

In the first place, the purpose of the 
visits was not to see Ms. Currie. Sec-
ondly, the papers she carried were just 
props, not to be handed over to the 
President, but to falsely characterized 
as papers for the President if ques-
tioned. Therefore, were she to testify 
in a deposition that the purpose of her 
trips to the Oval Office to visit the 
President were actually to deliver pa-
pers or visit Ms. Currie, those would be 
false representations. The creation of a 
cover story followed by actions con-
sistent with that cover story do not 
make the story any more truthful. 
Therefore, the President’s instruction 
to her to rely on the cover story is in 
fact an instruction to her to lie. 

Other evidence supports this conclu-
sion, not the least of which is the affi-
davit filed by Ms. Lewinsky in the case 
after those discussions with the Presi-
dent took place, an affidavit she her-
self later testified as being false. How 
else could she have characterized it? In 
that affidavit, Ms. Lewinsky stated 
that she ‘‘never had a sexual relation-
ship with the President.’’ This was 
false. She swore that ‘‘[t]he occasions I 
saw the President after I left my em-
ployment at the White House in April, 
1996, were official receiptions, formal 
functions or events related to the U.S. 
Department of Defense, where I was 
working at the time. There were other 
people present on those occasions.’’ 
This statement too was false. She also 
averred that ‘‘I do not possess any in-
formation that could possibly be rel-
evant to the allegations made by Paula 
Jones or lead to admissible evidence in 
this case.’’ Once again, this statement 
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was false, as the President was aware, 
since he knew of the gifts he had given 
to Ms. Lewinsky. See WJC 8/17/98 at 32– 
35. 

The President repeatedly said that he 
thought that Ms. Lewinsky ‘‘could,’’ 
and he emphasizes the word ‘‘could,’’ 
have been able to draft a narrow truth-
ful affidavit. See WJC 8/17/98 at 69, 116– 
17. The problem is that although she 
‘‘could’’ have been able to draft such an 
affidavit, the end product was not a 
truthful affidavit. Thus the President’s 
intentional failure to prevent his attor-
ney from using that false affidavit at 
his deposition provides further evi-
dence of his corrupt intention during 
the December 17, 1997, phone call to Ms. 
Lewinsky. 

Given these facts, the House has 
proven beyond a reasonable doubt that 
the President endeavored to corruptly 
influence the affidavit and potential 
testimony of Ms. Lewinsky in his De-
cember 17, 1997, 2:30 a.m. call to her. 

2. Subpart (3) of Article II: 
In Subpart (3), it is alleged that: 
On or about December 28, 1997, Wil-

liam Jefferson Clinton corruptly en-
gaged in, encouraged, or supported a 
scheme to conceal evidence that had 
been subpoenaed in a Federal civil 
rights action brought against him. 

This allegation relates to the ob-
struction of justice by Ms. Lewinsky 
and Ms. Currie in hiding gifts provided 
to Ms. Lewinsky by the President 
under the bed of Ms. Currie. The only 
question that needs to be answered 
here in whether the President partici-
pated in that effort. 

What does the evidence show? By De-
cember 28, 1997, Ms. Lewinsky had been 
subpoenaed to appear as a witness in 
the Jones case. In addition to demand-
ing her appearance to testify, the sub-
poena also required that Ms. Lewinsky 
turn over any gifts given to her by the 
President. See ML 2/1/99 at CONG. REC. 
S1221. Under the pretense of meeting 
with Ms. Currie, Ms. Lewinsky went to 
the White House on Sunday, December 
28, 1997, to discuss her subpoena with 
the President. Now at the time of that 
visit, there is no indication that the 
President was aware that particular 
items had been subpoenaed by the 
Jones lawyers from Ms. Lewinsky. 
Without the benefit of that informa-
tion, the President freely gave Ms. 
Lewinsky a number of additional gifts. 
See ML 2/1/99 at CONG. REC. S1224. So 
when Ms. Lewinsky informed the Presi-
dent of that fact, one can infer that he 
must have been at the very least, sur-
prised, and probably, somewhat trou-
bled. When asked by Ms. Lewinsky at 
that meeting whether she should hide 
the gifts or give them to someone else 
like Ms. Currie for safekeeping, the 
President either failed to respond or 
said he needed to think about it. See 
ML 2/1/99 at CONG. REC. S1224. 

Ms. Lewinsky testified that she left 
the White House and later received a 
phone call from Ms. Currie stating that 
she understood Ms. Lewinsky had 
something for her, or, the President 

said you have something for me. Ms. 
Lewinsky immediately understood that 
statement by Ms. Currie to refer to the 
gifts from the President she had dis-
cussed with him earlier in the day. See 
ML 2/1/99 at CONG. REC. S1225. She then 
proceeded to gather up all those gifts. 
However, according to Ms. Lewinsky, 
she unilaterally withheld some of those 
gifts from Ms. Currie which were of 
sentimental value to her. 

The President’s first defense to this 
allegation is based upon a minor dis-
crepancy in Ms. Lewinsky’s testimony 
concerning the time that the gifts were 
retrieved by Ms. Currie. The argument 
is that if Ms. Lewinsky was mistaken 
by one and one half hours in her recol-
lection of when the gifts were retrieved 
by Ms. Currie, then her recollection of 
who initiated the retrieval is also sus-
pect. See Statement of Cheryl Mills 1/ 
20/99 at CONG. REC. S826–27. 

This is a red herring. The timing 
itself is unimportant. What is impor-
tant is the fact that the call came from 
Ms. Currie. See ML 2/1/99 at CONG. REC. 
S1225. Ms. Currie’s cell phone records 
tend to support the notion that Ms. 
Lewinsky’s memory is accurate as to 
who called whom about the gifts. After 
all, the only way that Ms. Currie would 
have known about the gifts and made 
the call is if the other party to those 
discussions, the President, apprised her 
of that conversation and asked her to 
pick up the gifts. 

The fall-back defense of the Presi-
dent is based upon the fact that he had 
given her more gifts that same day, the 
idea being that his giving other gifts to 
Ms. Lewinsky is inconsistent with a 
plan to hide those gifts. See Statement 
of Cheryl Mills 1/20/99 at CONG. REC. 
S827. This, however, is belied by the 
fact that the President provided her 
with those gifts before the issue of the 
gifts being subpoenaed came up in their 
conversation that day. See ML 2/1/99 at 
CONG. REC. S1224. It is reasonable to 
infer that the President’s under-
standing of the gift pickup was unre-
stricted. He expected Ms. Lewinsky to 
give all the gifts to Ms. Currie for safe-
keeping, even the ones she had received 
that day. The fact that Ms. Lewinsky 
kept some of the gifts does not change 
the nature of the intended scheme. 

The evidence adduced as to Subpart 
(3) shows beyond a reasonable doubt 
that the President corruptly engaged 
in, encouraged or supported a scheme 
to conceal evidence in the Jones case. 

3. Subpart (4) of Article II: 
Subpart (4) makes the accusation 

that: 
Beginning on or about December 7, 

1997, and continuing through and in-
cluding January 14, 1998, William Jef-
ferson Clinton intensified and suc-
ceeded in an effort to secure job assist-
ance to a witness in a Federal civil 
rights action brought against him in 
order to corruptly prevent the truthful 
testimony of that witness in that pro-
ceeding at a time when the truthful 
testimony of that witness would have 
been harmful to him. 

It is uncontroverted that Vernon Jor-
dan did not actively seek to find a job 
for Ms. Lewinsky until she was on the 
witness list in the Jones case. Once she 
was on the witness list, she engaged in 
a high level job search under the guid-
ance of the President and reported his 
progress in that regard directly to the 
President. See VJ 2/2/99 at CONG. REC. 
S1231–36. Moreover, he knew at the 
time of his job search that Ms. 
Lewinsky was a potential witness in 
the Jones case and, according to Ms. 
Lewinsky, was apprised by her of the 
sexual nature of her relationship with 
the President. See ML 8/6/98 GJ at 138– 
39. And of course, in that very same 
time frame, he procured for her an at-
torney to help her file a false affidavit 
freeing her from testifying in the case 
and to prepare that false affidavit in 
time for it to be used in the President’s 
deposition in the Jones case. See VJ 2/ 
2/99 at CONG. REC. S1240–41. 

One could speculate that the Presi-
dent’s use of one of the most powerful 
attorneys in Washington, and a close 
friend of the President, to find a lowly 
Defense Department employee and 
former intern a lucrative and pres-
tigious job by contacting some of the 
most powerful executives in the coun-
try was just an act of kindness unre-
lated to her pending testimony in the 
Jones case. One could conclude that 
the numerous calls made by Mr. Jordan 
to the President and Ms. Currie, the 
calls made by the President to Mr. Jor-
dan, and the calls made by Mr. Carter 
to Mr. Jordan, calls which coincided 
with the effort to get Ms. Lewinsky to 
file a false affidavit and secure her a 
job, were simply coincidental. 

One could surmise that Mr. Jordan’s 
call to Ronald Perelman after Ms. 
Lewinsky felt she had a bad interview, 
which call led to a second successful 
interview, was unrelated to her co-
operation in signing the affidavit only 
a day earlier. One could believe that 
Mr. Jordan had a great interest in as-
sisting Ms. Lewinsky to find a job prior 
to her name showing up on the witness 
list in the Jones case and only failed to 
do so because he had no time, but was 
somehow able to find and devote sub-
stantial time to that effort, coinciden-
tally, after her name showed up on the 
witness list. One could undertake such 
speculation. But that would defy com-
mon sense and reason. 

The President became personally en-
gaged in the effort to find Ms. 
Lewinsky a job only after her name ap-
peared on the Jones witness list. He 
then used his powerful friend to find 
Ms. Lewinsky a job because he believed 
out of gratitude for his help in obtain-
ing a job, she would continue to hide 
their relationship. He kept in constant 
direct contact with Mr. Jordan up until 
the time that the affidavit was com-
pleted and she had received and accept-
ed a job offer from Revlon. Indeed, the 
President actually spoke to Mr. Jordan 
during a meeting between her and Mr. 
Jordan on December 19, 1997. See ML 8/ 
6/98 GJ at 131. Mr. Jordan immediately 
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called the President to report his fears 
the moment he thought Ms. Lewinsky 
may have turned government witness 
when he learned Mr. Carter had been 
relieved of his representation by her. 
See VJ 6/9/98 GJ at 45–46. 

One need only look at the contrary 
actions by the President once he be-
lieved Ms. Lewinsky may have decided 
to cooperate with the Independent 
Counsel investigation. Once he believed 
that she may have been cooperating 
with the Office of the Independent 
Counsel, he began to disparage her to 
aides like Sidney Blumenthal. See SB 
2/3/99 at CONG. REC. S1248. After that 
date, the President discussed the wis-
dom of destroying her credibility and 
reputation with Dick Morris. See DM 8/ 
18/98 GJ at 35. Can anyone doubt that 
her favorable testimony was tied into 
the President’s efforts to conceal his 
relationship with her and that the in-
tensified job search was the President’s 
endeavor to keep her from telling the 
truth? Put another way, does anyone 
believe that the President would have 
used Vernon Jordan to help get her a 
job after she agreed to tell the truth to 
the Jones attorneys or to the Inde-
pendent Counsel? Of course not. It was 
not in the President’s interest to re-
ward her for the truth—she was only 
rewarded for her failure to tell the 
truth. Her reward for telling the truth 
was to be smeared by the President and 
his spin machine. 

The President’s attorneys repeat the 
mantra that Ms. Lewinsky believes 
that she was not promised a job for her 
false testimony in the Jones case. But 
that really isn’t the issue. The law re-
quires an endeavor to corruptly influ-
ence her testimony. Regardless of how 
Ms. Lewinsky perceived or misper-
ceived the reasons for the high level as-
sistance she received, there was no 
such misconception on the part of the 
President and Mr. Jordan. The corrupt 
endeavor by the President was con-
firmed by two powerful and compelling 
words that cannot be parsed or stripped 
of meaning. Those two words summed 
up the month long effort to protect the 
President: ‘‘Mission Accomplished.’’ 
There can be no other meaning of those 
words in the context used by Mr. Jor-
dan other than the completion of a cru-
cial and time sensitive task by him on 
behalf of the President. 

The proof as to subpart (4) is sus-
tained beyond a reasonable doubt that 
the President intensified and succeeded 
in an effort to secure job assistance to 
a witness in a Federal civil rights ac-
tion brought against him in order to 
corruptly prevent the truthful testi-
mony of that witness in that pro-
ceeding at a time when the truthful 
testimony of that witness would have 
been harmful to him. 

4. Subpart (5) of Article II: 
Subpart (5) alleges that: 
On January 17, 1998, at his deposition 

in a Federal civil rights action brought 
against him, William Jefferson Clinton 
corruptly allowed his attorney to make 
false and misleading statements to a 

Federal judge characterizing an affi-
davit, in order to prevent questioning 
deemed relevant by the judge. Such 
false and misleading statements were 
subsequently acknowledged by his at-
torney in a communication to that 
judge. 

There is no question that during the 
deposition of the President by the 
Jones attorneys, the President’s attor-
ney, Mr. Bennett, made the following 
statement. 
. . . Counsel is fully aware that Ms. 
Lewinsky has filed, has an affidavit which 
they are in possession of saying that there is 
absolutely no sex of any kind, in any man-
ner, shape or form, with President Clinton 
. . .

Mr. BENNETT made this statement 
in an effort to cut off any questioning 
of the President about his relationship 
with Ms. Lewinsky. That statement 
was false, as was later admitted by Mr. 
Bennett, even given the contorted 
reading of the definition of sexual rela-
tions as purportedly understood by the 
President. It is equally clear that the 
President did not correct this assertion 
by his attorney. 

The President’s primary defense to 
this allegation is that he wasn’t paying 
attention to what was said by his at-
torney. This statement can not be be-
lieved. The videotape of that deposi-
tion clearly shows the eyes of the 
President shifting from person to per-
son as each spoke or argued their per-
spective on the issue. As each spoke, 
the President focused on the speaker. 
It is ludicrous to assert that when the 
name Monica Lewinsky was brought 
up, the President was not keenly aware 
of the significance of that line of ques-
tioning. 

The President’s primary defense to 
this allegation is that he wasn’t paying 
attention to what was said by his at-
torney. This statement can not be be-
lieved. The videotape of that deposi-
tion clearly shows the eyes of the 
President shifting from person to per-
son as each spoke or argued their per-
spective on the issue. As each spoke, 
the President focused on the speaker. 
It is ludicrous to assert that when the 
name Monica Lewinsky was brought 
up. the President was not keenly aware 
of the significance of that line of ques-
tioning. 

He knew the work that had been done 
to get her affidavit completed before 
the deposition. He understood the dis-
closure of that relationship could do ir-
reparable damage to his case and to his 
Presidency. There is nothing to indi-
cate he was anything less than com-
pletely aware of what was said and of 
his failure to correct that record to his 
detriment. I choose to believe my own 
eyes and common sense, not the im-
plausible explanation put forward by 
the attorneys for the President. 

The secondary defense offered by the 
President, that Mr. Bennett’s use of 
the word ‘‘is’’ precluded the necessity 
to reveal any sexual relationship with 
Ms. Lewinsky not occurring, essen-
tially, in that room during the deposi-

tion, is not worthy of a detailed refuta-
tion or response. 

The evidence demonstrates that the 
President allowed his attorney to make 
false and misleading statements to a 
Federal judge characterizing an affi-
davit, in order to prevent questioning 
deemed relevant by the judge, thus ob-
structing the administration of justice. 

5. Subpart (6) of Article II: 
In Subpart (6), the House makes the 

contention that: 
On or about January 18, 1998, and 

January 20–21, 1998, William Jefferson 
Clinton related a false and misleading 
account of events relevant to a Federal 
civil rights action brought against him 
to a potential witness in that pro-
ceeding, in order to corruptly influence 
the testimony of that witness. 

This allegation relates to the state-
ments made to Ms. Currie by the Presi-
dent in his unusual Sunday meeting 
with her after the Jones deposition, 
and in his repetition of those state-
ments the following Tuesday or 
Wednesday after the Starr investiga-
tion had become public. The President 
has not contested the fact that the 
statements made to Ms. Currie were 
false and misleading. Nor has he pro-
vided any answer as to why the state-
ments, if designed to help refresh his 
recollection, were false and had to be 
repeated to her again several days 
later. After being confronted with the 
subpoena issued to Ms. Currie by the 
Jones attorneys in the days after his 
deposition, and the revised witness list 
containing her name, the President’s 
attorneys have now backed off the no-
tion that no one could have thought 
Ms. Currie would be a witness at the 
time of these statements. Despite this, 
the President still asserts that those 
false and misleading statements were 
designed to refresh his recollection and 
that he personally did not believe that 
she would become a witness. Once 
again, this defense defies credulity. 

When these statements were made, 
the President was defying a court order 
not to discuss his testimony. See WJC 
1/17/98 DT at 212–13. He knew it was es-
sential to do so regardless of that order 
because he had blatantly inserted Ms. 
Currie into the case as a fact witness. 
He mentioned her name during his dep-
osition no less than six times, on one 
occasion even stating that the Jones 
attorneys would have to ‘‘ask Betty.’’ 
See generally WJC 1/17/98 DT. Clearly, 
the Jones attorneys got the message; 
they added Ms. Currie to the witness 
list and subpoenaed her the following 
week. So did the President. Having 
‘‘brought’’ her into the case, the Presi-
dent realized the absolute need to 
make sure her testimony would dove-
tail with his assertions that he had no 
improper relationship with Ms. 
Lewinsky. 

It is apparent that the Sunday meet-
ing was designed to corruptly mislead 
Ms. Currie when she would be called as 
a witness in the Jones case. What was 
left unanswered by the President, but 
for which there can be but one answer, 
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was why the President repeated the 
false statements to Ms. Currie on Tues-
day or Wednesday. 

The answer lies in the record. By 
Tuesday, the president had learned 
that Judge Starr was investigating the 
case. See VJ 6/9/98 GJ at 55–74. He knew 
that the evidence in the Jones case 
would lead Judge Starr to Ms. Currie, 
just as surely as he knew it would lead 
the Jones attorneys to her. So he had 
to reinforce the false statements he 
had told Ms. Currie the previous Sun-
day because the stakes had just risen 
substantially. The President needed to 
be sure he was covered by Ms. Currie 
for both the Jones case and for the 
Independent Counsel investigation to 
come. 

Once again the evidence shows that 
the President related a false and mis-
leading account of events relevant to a 
Federal civil rights action brought 
against him to a potential witness in 
that proceeding, in order to corruptly 
influence the testimony of that wit-
ness. 

6. Subpart (7) of Article II: 
The House asserts in Subpart (7) 

that: 
On or about January 21, 23 and 26, 

1998, William Jefferson Clinton made 
false and misleading statements to po-
tential witnesses in a Federal grand 
jury proceeding in order to corruptly 
influence the testimony of those wit-
nesses. The false and misleading state-
ments made by William Jefferson Clin-
ton were repeated by the witnesses to 
the grand jury, causing the grand jury 
to receive false and misleading infor-
mation. 

This subpart relates to the Presi-
dent’s discussions with Erskine Bowles, 
John Podesta and Sidney Blumenthal 
concerning the nature of his relation-
ship with Ms. Lewinsky. Now the 
President does not deny the testimony 
of Mr. Podesta where he related that 
the President said that he had no sex-
ual relationship with Ms. Lewinsky, in-
cluding oral sex. Nor does he deny the 
testimony of Sidney Blumenthal that 
he characterized Ms. Lewinsky as a 
stalker who had threatened him, and 
whose seduction he had declined. The 
President also admits that he knew it 
was likely they would be grand jury 
witnesses when he made those state-
ments to them. 

Their client having conceded the 
basic facts of this allegation, the Presi-
dent’s attorneys first try to make the 
argument that the President could not 
have been intending to influence the 
grand jury since he did not tell his 
aides anything different than he had 
told any other person publicly. How-
ever, the evidence is unrefuted that his 
denials to his aides were fundamentally 
different from his public pronuncia-
tions in that they departed from even 
his tortured definition of sexual rela-
tions. Moreover, he created a false im-
pression of Ms. Lewinsky in order to 
besmirch her character and credibility 
in a blatant attempt to both misguide 
the grand jurors, and it can be inferred 

by the fact such information was pro-
vided to his communications aide, to 
publicly disparage her character. 

The second defense offered is that the 
President’s attempts to keep his aides 
our of the grand jury show he was not 
trying to corruptly influence that 
body. However, this argument loses 
force in light of the fact that only spe-
cious arguments were made to prevent 
their testimony. Knowing they would 
fail, they were arguably designed to 
serve his private interest in delaying 
the investigation and creating an im-
pression of Judge Starr as overreaching 
and out of control. Moreover, the 
President had months to correct his 
misstatements to Mr. Blumenthal prior 
to his grand jury testimony, but failed 
to do so even when he knew he would 
be called before the grand jury to re-
peat the earlier lies told to him by the 
President. See SB 2/3/99 at CONG. REC. 
S1249. 

In effect, the President killed two 
birds with one stone. His chimeric fight 
to prevent his aides from testifying 
was used effectively in a public rela-
tions campaign to impugn the Inde-
pendent Counsel investigation. And 
when he lost the ‘‘battle’’ that he knew 
would inevitably fail, he was aware the 
false and slanderous testimony pre-
ordained to be given by his aides would 
be of assistance to him in misleading 
the grand jury. 

There is substantial proof as to Sub-
part (7) that the President made false 
and misleading statements to potential 
witnesses in a Federal grand jury pro-
ceeding in order to corruptly influence 
the testimony of those witnesses. 

For the reasons I have just outlined, 
the evidence proves beyond a reason-
able doubt, that the President is guilty 
of Article II. 

V. WHY REMOVAL? 
This impeachment trial is of momen-

tous constitutional consequence. A re-
moval of the President—a coequal 
branch of government—must not be 
taken lightly. But that—now that we 
have decided to end the trial by a final 
vote—does not negate the duty that 
each Senator has, as individual con-
science dictates, to vote to acquit or 
convict based upon the evidence. Pos-
terity demands that each of us justify 
the votes Senators render in the im-
peachment trial of the President. 

Future generations of Americans will 
look to what we do as precedents for 
impeachments. This is particularly 
true since our Nation has faced only 
one impeachment trial of a President— 
that of Andrew Johnson in 1868. But it 
is also true for judges and other federal 
officials as well. Let me thus explain in 
some detail why I shall vote for convic-
tion. 

The Constitution vests great discre-
tion in the Senate in determining 
whether to remove an impeached offi-
cial. The Framers intentionally fol-
lowed the English model where the 
House of Commons possessed the power 
to impeach or indict officials and the 
House of Lords the authority to try the 

impeached official. As such, the House 
of Representatives was delegated the 
authority to impeach and the Senate 
the power to try, convict, and remove. 
The Senate was chosen as the reposi-
tory of this awesome power because it 
was considered the more mature cham-
ber of Congress. Serving six year terms 
instead of the two years for the House, 
the Senate was seen as a bulwark 
against the shifting tides of public 
opinion. 

The age qualification differences—30 
for the Senate and 25 for the House— 
demonstrates that maturity in the 
Senate would dominate over youthful 
passion. And most important, while the 
House was prone to passionate fac-
tional rifts, because Representatives 
are elected from small sometimes sin-
gle-issue districts, Senators are elected 
state-wide where, it was hoped, fac-
tions would counteract factions. Thus, 
the Senate was designed to be more at-
tuned to the public interest than to the 
special interest. 

Consequently, when the Senate sits 
as a court of impeachment, it does not 
have to rubber-stamp the House’s view 
as to what is an impeachable offense. 
As recognized by the Supreme Court in 
the Nixon case, the Senate was vested 
by the Framers with the sole power to 
try impeachments. The Senate is thus 
vested with independent judgment as 
to what process to employ in the trial. 

It also follows that the Senate was 
granted the discretion to determine 
whether the factual allegations made 
by the House are true and whether such 
findings by the Senate rise to the level 
of high crimes and misdemeanors. Fur-
thermore, the Senate, as the Upper 
Chamber insulated against popular pas-
sions and the factions of special inter-
ests, could make a subjective deter-
mination of the public good in defining 
high crimes and misdemeanors and in 
removing an official. 

In the words of my esteemed col-
league, ROBERT BYRD, the answer of 
whether a person is fit to remain in of-
fice requires both detached objectivity 
and subjective judgment rising above 
temporary popular passions of whether 
continuation in office ‘‘brings the po-
litical (or judicial) system into disre-
pute and undermines the people’s trust 
and confidence in government.’’ 

Supportive of this discretionary au-
thority to remove officials—an author-
ity that must be divorced from the 
fleeting and flaming emotions of the 
times—is the constitutional super-
majority safeguard of a 2⁄3 vote of the 
Senate needed to remove officials. This 
requirement is a further guarantee 
against the tide of popular passion and 
tilts the impeachment process towards 
acquittal. 

Accordingly, a Senator in impeach-
ment trials must consider two factors: 
(1) whether the allegations are true; 
and (2) whether the facts proven rise to 
the level of high crimes and mis-
demeanors—impeachable offenses. In 
determining the second prong—wheth-
er the facts proven rise to the level of 
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high crimes and misdemeanors—the 
subjective intent of Senators of what is 
in the public interest is a factor to con-
sider. I have already discussed the facts 
and the standard for impeachable of-
fenses. Now I will discuss whether the 
public interest—in other words what is 
best for the country—requires that the 
acts committed by President Clinton 
rise to the level of high crimes and 
misdemeanors requiring his removal. 

I believe that it has. Some of my col-
leagues, particularly those on the 
other side of the aisle, contend that it 
is not in the public interest to remove 
President Clinton, because the econ-
omy is doing well, or because of his for-
eign policy successes, or because he is 
extremely popular in the polls. But 
these factors—no matter how impor-
tant—do not justify ignoring the con-
stitutional mandate of removal upon 
proving that impeachable acts were 
committed. 

Polls should not be a factor in this 
trial. Our system of government is not 
a pollocracy. It is a representative re-
public where the people, as a constitu-
tional matter, speak only through elec-
tions of their representatives. America 
is thus a constitutional republic, and 
will remain so ‘‘if’’—in the words of 
Benjamin Franklin—‘‘you can keep it.’’ 
The only way to ‘‘keep it’’ is to respect 
the processes established by the Con-
stitution itself. 

Simply put, the Constitution man-
dates the conviction and removal of 
civil officers, including the President, 
upon proving ‘‘treason, bribery, and 
other high crimes and misdemeanors.’’ 
I believe that the House Managers have 
proved beyond a reasonable doubt that 
President Clinton has committed acts 
of perjury and obstruction of justice. I 
believe that Senators should come to 
the same subjective determination, as I 
have, that these acts of perjury and ob-
struction of justice so erodes our civil 
and criminal justice system as to con-
clude that the public good is served by 
removal. 

A President of the United States is 
not simply a political leader. A Presi-
dent is a head of state and a role model 
for Americans, particularly our chil-
dren. What kind of message will we 
send to our posterity if President Clin-
ton’s conduct is not considered worthy 
of removal? What amount of cynicism 
and disrespect for our governmental in-
stitutions will we engender if we im-
pose one set of rules for the common 
man—imprisonment for acts of perjury 
and obstruction of justice—and another 
for the President of the United 
States—who receives a pass from re-
moval because he is powerful or has 
done a ‘‘good job’’ in some eyes? 

Our children are extremely vulner-
able to the growing cynicism sur-
rounding this trial. We have all heard 
stories that some children justify their 
deceits by claiming that the President 
of the United States lied as well. Many 
wise philosophers have exclaimed that 
a republic can survive only if its citi-
zens are moral. I am afraid that our 
children may not learn that lesson. 

Not to remove here is to diminish the 
rule of law. As Manager ROGAN warned 
in his closing argument, ‘‘[u]p until 
now, the idea that no person is above 
the law has been unquestioned. And yet 
this standard is not our inheritance 
automatically. Each generation of 
Americans ultimately has to make the 
choice for themselves. Once again, it is 
time for choosing. How will we re-
spond?’’ We should respond by safe-
guarding the rule of law by voting to 
remove the President. 

Whether President Clinton has done 
a ‘‘good job’’ is a matter of partisan de-
bate. In fact, adopting a ‘‘god job’’ ex-
ception—a term that is so flexible and 
vague as to be meaningless as a con-
stitutional standard—merely exas-
perates the partisan tensions ever 
present in impeachment trials. 

The same analysis applies for the 
‘‘good economy means no removal’’ 
theory. It is intuitive that economic 
growth can never justify crime or acts 
rising to the level of high crimes and 
misdemeanors warranting removal. If 
President Clinton is removed, our econ-
omy will not suffer. The world will still 
spin on its axis. Our Constitution pro-
vides for orderly succession and stable 
government. Removal will not over-
turn an election, as some have argued. 
The constitutional impeachment pro-
cedures were designed simply to re-
move unqualified or corrupt officials. 
Vice President GORE, pursuant to the 
Constitution, will become President 
and life will go on. 

Let me emphasize that by requiring 
removal upon proving the commission 
of impeachable offenses, the Framers 
believed that it is in the public good to 
remove the official. 

President Clinton is guilty of high 
crimes and misdemeanors and his poll 
numbers, no matter how lofty, cannot 
insulate him from the dictates of the 
Constitution. The President believes 
that a rule of polls should govern the 
Senate’s decision. But as Manager 
ROGAN correctly observed, ‘‘the per-
sonal popularity of any President pales 
when weighed against the fundamental 
concept that forever distinguishes us 
from every nation on the planet. No 
person is above the law. There is no es-
caping the Senate’s duty enshrined in 
the impeachment oath that we do ‘‘im-
partial justice’’ and remove the Presi-
dent if we believe that his actions 
amounted to high crimes and mis-
demeanors. 

VI. CONCLUSION 
I do not take pleasure or gain any 

sense of gratification for the decision I 
must make today. For literally 
months, night and day, I have an-
guished over the serious accusations 
against President Clinton and what 
they mean for our country, our society, 
and our children. 

I know none of us enjoys sitting in 
judgment of the President, our fellow 
human-being, but that is our job and 
we cannot ignore our responsibility. I 
believe most of us will do a sincere job 
of trying to fulfill our oath to do im-
partial justice. 

I have diligently strived to extend 
my deepest respect to the President— 
indeed, to the Presidency—throughout 
this process. I wanted to be able to sup-
port President Clinton. I believe that I 
have been more than fair. I have tried 
not to rush to judgment. 

All of my life I’ve been taught to for-
give and forget. I’ve always tried to 
live up to that belief. As a leader in my 
church, I have dealt with a great num-
ber of human frailties, people with a 
wide variety of problems, and I’ve al-
ways believed that good people can re-
pent of their sins and be forgiven. 

Indeed, to the dismay of some, I had 
expressed a hope and a desire early on 
in this constitutional drama that the 
President would acknowledge his un-
truthful statements. He chose to do 
otherwise and perpetuated his untruth-
fulness. Although some believe this is 
solely a private matter, I feel this is 
really about the President’s fidelity to 
the oath of office and the rule of law. 

I have always been prepared to vote 
my conscience. Indeed, my concerns re-
garding the bad precedent a likely ac-
quittal would set have been somewhat 
calmed by something the great con-
stitutional scholar, Joseph Story, once 
wrote about acquittal in impeachment 
cases. Mr. Story noted that in cases in 
which two-thirds of the Senate is not 
satisfied that a conviction is war-
ranted, ‘‘it would be far more con-
sonant to the notions of justice in a re-
public, that a guilty person should es-
cape than that an innocent person 
should become the victim of injustice 
from popular odium * * * ’’ 

Nonetheless, I am reminded of a 
quote by President Theodore Roo-
sevelt, a statement that applies to the 
matter before the Senate: 

Honesty is not so much a credit as an abso-
lute prerequisite to efficient service to the 
public. Unless a man is honest, we have no 
right to keep him in public life; it matters 
not how brilliant his capacity * * *. 

‘Liar’ is just as ugly a word as ‘thief,’ be-
cause it implies the presence of just as ugly 
a sin in one case as in the other. If a man lies 
under oath or procures the lie of another 
under oath, if he perjures himself or suborns 
perjury, he is guilty under the statute law. 
Under the higher law, under the great law of 
morality and righteousness, he is precisely 
as guilty if, instead of lying in a court, he 
lies in a newspaper or on the stump; and in 
all probability the evil effects of his conduct 
are infinitely more widespread and more per-
nicious. 

President Theodore Roosevelt’s 
words cannot be ignored—nor can the 
Constitution. After weighing all of the 
evidence, listening to witnesses, and 
asking questions, I have concluded that 
President Clinton’s actions warrant re-
moval from office. 

Committing crimes of moral turpi-
tude such as perjury and obstruction of 
justice go to the heart of qualification 
for public office. These offenses were 
committed by the chief executive of 
our country, the individual who swore 
to faithfully execute the laws of the 
United States. 

This great nation can tolerate a 
President who makes mistakes. But it 
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cannot tolerate one who makes a mis-
take and then breaks the law to cover 
it up. Any other citizen would be pros-
ecuted for these crimes. 

But, President Clinton did more than 
just break the law. He broke his oath 
of office and broke faith with the 
American people. Americans should be 
able to rely on him to honor those val-
ues that have built and sustained our 
country, the values we try to teach our 
children—honesty, integrity, being 
forthright. 

For 13 miserable months, we have 
struggled with the question of what to 
do about President Clinton’s actions. 
The struggle has divided the nation. 

To those of us who have ourselves 
taken an oath to uphold the Constitu-
tion—which represents the rule of law 
and not of men—it should not matter 
how brilliant or popular we feel the 
President is. The Constitution is why 
we goven based on the principle of 
equality and not emotion. The Con-
stitution is what guides us as a nation 
of laws and not personalities. The Con-
stitution is what enables us to live in 
freedom. 

I will vote for conviction on both ar-
ticles of impeachment—not because I 
want to—but because I must. Uphold-
ing our Constitution—a sacred docu-
ment that Americans have fought and 
died for—is more important than any 
one person, including the President of 
the United States. 

When all is said and done, I must ful-
fill my oath and do my duty. I will vote 
‘‘Guilty’’ on both Article One and Arti-
cle Two. 

f 

SENATOR DODD’S HISTORIC 
SPEECH IN THE OLD SENATE 
CHAMBER 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I would 
like to submit a statement delivered 
by our colleague Senator DODD on Jan-
uary 8th at the commencement of the 
impeachment trial of President Clin-
ton. 

This statement, like the others deliv-
ered that day, is remarkable in several 
respects. 

First, it captures the rich history 
that has transpired over the years in 
the Old Senate Chamber—a history 
marked often by greatness, but occa-
sionally by shame. 

Second, it wonderfully expresses Sen-
ator Dodd’s own personal sense of the 
history of the Senate. His reflections 
on past Senators—from Roger Sher-
man, the Founding Father whose seat 
Senator DODD occupies, to his own fa-
ther, former Senator Thomas Dodd—re-
mind us that the Senate is an institu-
tion made up of individuals, and that 
the totality of their actions shapes the 
destiny not just of the Senate itself but 
indeed of the entire country. 

Third, and most importantly, Sen-
ator DODD’s statement stands as a pow-
erful plea for cooperation and biparti-
sanship in the discharge of the Senate’s 
profound responsibility in this trial. 
Senator DODD’s statement played a 

critical role in setting the stage for the 
historic bipartisan agreement reached 
at the outset of the trial, and for the 
spirit of civility that prevailed 
throughout this ordeal. I commend 
Senator DODD’s statement to all citi-
zens who in the future may wish to 
learn something of how the Senate was 
inspired to conduct the impeachment 
trial of President Clinton in a noble 
and dignified manner. 

I am beginning my 25th year in the 
Senate. After Senator DODD spoke I 
told him his speech was one of the fin-
est I had heard in those years. 

No Senator ever spoke more di-
rectly—or more persuasively—to other 
Senators about the duty we all have to 
the Constitution and the Senate. I am 
proud to serve with him. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of Senator DODD’s statement be 
printed in the RECORD. 
REMARKS BY SENATOR CHRISTOPHER J. DODD, 

OLD SENATE CHAMBER, JANUARY 8, 1999 
Mr. DODD. Let me begin by thanking our 

two leaders. While none of us can say with 
any certainty how this matter will be con-
cluded, if we, like every other institution 
that has brushed up against this lurid tale, 
end up in a raucous partisan brawl, it will 
not be because of the example set by Tom 
Daschle and Trent Lott. The graces have 
once again blessed this extraordinary body 
by delivering two noble and decent men to 
lead us. 

I want to express a special thanks to you, 
Tom, for asking me to share my thoughts 
this morning on the issue before us. 

On a light note, it was in this very room 
four years ago that I lost the Democratic 
leader’s post to Tom Daschle. Of the forty- 
seven members of the Democratic Caucus, 
forty-six were here that morning to vote. 
When the ballots were counted, Tom and I 
had each received 23 votes- a dead heat. The 
absent Democratic colleague who voted for 
Tom with a proxy ballot was Ben Nighthorse 
Campbell. Several weeks later I received a 
very late night call from Ben in which he 
shared with me his decision to change polit-
ical parties. Ben and I have been good friends 
for some time, and I told him he ought to do 
what he felt was right. The next morning I 
decided to have some fun with our Demo-
cratic leader, Tom Daschle, by sending him a 
note asking that in light of Ben’s decision to 
become a Republican, did Tom think a re-
count of the leader’s race might be in order? 

Considering the wonderful job our leader 
Tom has done, particularly over these last 
several weeks, I’m glad he did not even con-
sider the offer. 

Allow me further to note a point of per-
sonal privilege. I am deeply proud to share 
the representation of my state in the Senate 
with Joe Lieberman. Over these past couple 
of weeks Joe and Slade Gorton have once 
again demonstrated the value of their pres-
ence in the Senate. While many of us, from 
time to time, have claimed to speak for the 
Senate—few rarely do. On that day in Sep-
tember, Joe, your remarks delivered on the 
Senate floor about the President’s behavior 
were, I believe, the sentiments of the entire 
Senate. We thank you. 

Joe and I represent the Constitution State. 
Joe sits in the seat once held by Oliver Ells-
worth, the second Chief Justice of the Su-
preme Court. I sit in the seat of Roger Sher-
man, the only founding father to sign all 
four of our cornerstone documents : The Dec-
laration of Independence, The Articles of 
Confederation, The Constitution and The 

Bill of Rights. Roger Sherman was also the 
author of the Connecticut Compromise 
which created this Senate in which we now 
serve. 

So by institutional lineage, I feel a special 
connection with the Senate. But, on a per-
sonal level, I am also very much a product of 
the Senate. Forty years ago this week, I was 
a very proud 14 year old watching from the 
family gallery as my father took the same 
oath I took on Wednesday. I also remember 
that day meeting another new Senator, Rob-
ert C. Byrd of West Virginia. 

I only mention these facts because I am 
overwhelmed by a profound sense of history 
as we embark on this perilous journey over 
the coming weeks. I want my institutional 
forebearer, Roger Sherman, and my father to 
judge that on my watch, as a temporary cus-
todian of this Senate seat, I did my best. 

I want to express a special thanks to Trent 
Lott for having the wisdom of choosing this 
most historical room for our joint caucus. 

Trent could have chosen any number of 
other venues, larger more accommodating 
rooms around the Capitol for this meeting. 
But either by divine inspiration or simple 
choice he decided to bring us—Democrats 
and Republicans—together here. 

It is one hundred and forty years ago this 
week—January 4, 1859—that our Senate pred-
ecessors moved from this room to the cham-
ber we now occupy. 

While in use, this room was the stage of 
some of the Senate’s most worthy and mem-
orable moments. 

The Missouri Compromise was brokered 
here. So was the Compromise of 1850. And 
the famous Webster-Hayne debate took place 
here in 1830. The spirits of Henry Clay, John 
Calhoun and Daniel Webster—great states-
men, great compromisers, giants of our Sen-
ate—are here with us today. And maybe one 
day, those who come after us will add this 
joint meeting to the list of those other great 
moments in the history of the United States 
Senate. 

But this chamber also witnessed one of the 
Senate’s most regrettable moments—the 
caning in 1856 of Senator Charles Sumner by 
Representative Preston Brooks. 

Congressman Brooks walked right through 
this center door and proceeded to beat Sen-
ator Sumner. 

That tragic incident was precipitated by a 
strong anti-slavery speech from Senator 
Sumner in which Representative Brooks felt 
Sumner had accused his colleague and 
Brook’s cousin, Senator Andrew Butler of 
South Carolina, of having an illicit sexual 
relationship with a young woman who was a 
slave. 

Far from being a momentary bitter, per-
sonal dispute, the Sumner caning, according 
to many historians, effectively ended the 
thin shred of comity and compromise that 
existed in the Senate. Forty-eight months 
later our great Civil War began. 

We are now gathered in this revered room 
in the face of a great Constitutional ques-
tion. Which of the spirits that inhabit this 
chamber will prevail as we begin this proc-
ess? Can we find the common ground of Clay, 
Calhoun and Webster? Or will we assault 
each other by resorting to a rhetorical 
caning? 

I would urge our two leaders to try once 
more before the scheduled vote of 1pm to 
find a solution to the issue of witness testi-
mony. 

It has been argued that there is little or no 
difference between the two proposals, and, 
while they may seem slight, I believe our 
failure to make the right choice puts the 
conduct of this process and the public con-
fidence in the Senate at grave risk. 

The President’s conduct was deplorable; 
the conduct of the Office of Independent 
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Counsel has raised grave concerns on all 
sides; and the highly partisan spectacle in 
the House has provoked public revulsion. We 
are the court of last resort—the only hope of 
restoring public confidence rests with us. 

The issue of whether to exclude witnesses 
altogether or leave open the possibility of 
their testimony rests on how we weigh the 
relative risk of prohibiting witnesses against 
the risk of severely damaging or destroying 
the shared goals and desires of all Senators. 

Over the past several weeks, in telephone 
conversations, meetings and joint appear-
ances on news programs, I have concluded 
there are six points of common agreement: 

(1) There is the sincere desire for this pro-
found burden we did not ask for to be devoid 
of partisanship; 

(2) We must act with total fairness, and we 
must be perceived by the public as having 
acted fairly; 

(3) We must act with deliberate speed and 
not flounder; 

(4) We must assure that the Senate retains 
sole custody of how this matter is conducted 
and concluded; 

(5) We must demonstrate appropriate re-
spect for the Judicial Branch, the Executive 
Branch and the House of Representatives; 
and 

(6) We must jealously protect the dignity 
of the Senate as we consider what most 
Americans believe to be, at the very least, 
the most undignified personal behavior of an 
American President. 

If we permit the House managers and the 
White House to call witnesses, do we not risk 
the partisan brawling through party-line 
voting that will surely ensue? And does not 
that risk outweigh the risk that some of us 
may not benefit from body language or voice 
inflection that some witnesses may provide? 
I think not. 

A process as proposed by Senators Gorton 
and Lieberman that allows a full explanation 
of the House managers case over several days 
and an equal amount of time allocated for 
the President’s defense, in addition to two 
days of questions from Senators, would meet 
any reasonable person’s standard of fairness. 
The added fact that we will have at our dis-
posal more than 60,000 pages of Grand Jury 
testimony, hearings and evidence should sat-
isfy any objective analysis that we can con-
duct this process fairly. 

There is no more important business before 
the Senate than the conduct and conclusion 
of this impeachment trial. I am of the view 
that no other business ought to intervene 
while this matter is pending. As I have said, 
we must act fairly—but we must also act ex-
peditiously—not rush—but act with delib-
erate speed and purpose. 

Any first semester law student knows that 
once witnesses are subpoenaed, fundamental 
fairness allows for depositions and discovery. 
Depending on the number of witnesses, the 
delays will undoubtedly be lengthy. 

I readily acknowledge that there are some 
risks in excluding the testimony of live wit-
nesses—but does that risk exceed the almost 
certain risk of causing the Senate to be un-
necessarily tied up with this matter for 
weeks if not months? 

As I have stated, this unsolicited task of 
disposing of this impeachment is paramount, 
but we would all agree it is not our only re-
sponsibility. 

There are urgent matters, both foreign and 
domestic, that we must attend to in the 
106th Congress. Pete Domenici’s concern 
about the budget and not repeating the budg-
et debacle of last year, social security re-
form, Ted Stevens’ concern about the accu-
racy of our weapons in Iraq, and the Bra-
zilian economic crisis are just a small sam-
ple of the agenda this Senate must address. 
The risk of not dealing with these matters 

must be weighed against the wisdom of call-
ing live witnesses in this proceeding. 

The Constitution is clear—only the Senate 
has the power to try impeachments. We and 
we alone must be the custodians of our own 
procedures. While the calling of live wit-
nesses does not necessarily mean the Senate 
would lose control of the proceedings, there 
is the undeniable risk that once the witness 
parade begins, the ability of the Senate, and 
the Senate alone, to manage these pro-
ceedings fairly, expeditiously, and in a non- 
partisan fashion could be lost. 

We Senators have a serious responsibility 
to be respectful of the Judicial Branch in the 
presence of Chief Justice Rehnquist, the Ex-
ecutive Branch in the presence of counsel for 
the President, and the House of Representa-
tives in the presence of the House managers. 
Being respectful and deferential to these in-
stitutions should not be confused with defer-
ring to these institutions. Chief Justice 
Rehnquist has indicated to our leaders that 
he intends to be a passive presiding officer, 
except in some narrow instances. The White 
House, through their counsel, indicated that 
it would prefer to avoid calling witnesses. 
Only the House managers are insisting on 
the use of witnesses. Furthermore, the House 
managers agree that the exclusion of wit-
nesses by the Senate would deprive them of 
the ability to make their case and be taken 
as an act of disrespect by the Senate. 

I find it stunningly ironic that the House 
Judiciary Committee saw no similar dis-
respect to their fellow House members when 
they presented their Articles of Impeach-
ment before the full House without the ben-
efit of a single witness appearing before their 
panel. When asked why no witnesses had 
been called before the House Judiciary Com-
mittee, some members argued that the call-
ing of witnesses would have unduly delayed 
their proceedings and the presence of some 
witnesses could have reflected poorly on the 
dignity of the House. 

The obvious question occurs that if the 
House managers were unwilling to risk an 
expeditious handling of their procedures and 
unwilling to risk the potential for a lewd and 
lurid spectacle in their chamber, why then 
should we in the Senate submit our chamber 
to similar risks when there is no compelling 
benefit to be gained? 

A process that would allow either side in 
this matter to call witnesses- with the ap-
proval of a bare majority—risks setting in 
motion a Senate proceeding where we Sen-
ators would sit in muted silence, as my 
friend Mitch McConnell has pointed out, 
while our chamber becomes the stage for the 
most lurid and salacious testimony of which 
we and the American people are all too pain-
fully aware and of which the public wants to 
hear no more. 

Would whatever marginal benefit this tes-
timony could provide outweigh the cost to 
the reputation of the Senate or the dignity 
of this institution? 

I submit that we should not run the risk of 
allowing this institution to be used by any-
one as a forum to appeal to the basest in-
stincts of a few. 

For these reasons, I would strongly urge 
you, my colleagues, not to run all the sub-
stantial risks to the conduct of this process 
and the reputation of our Senate by permit-
ting the unnecessary procession of witness in 
the well of our chamber. 

f 

IMPEACHMENT TRIAL OF PRESI-
DENT WILLIAM JEFFERSON 
CLINTON 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, the 
Constitution of the United States re-
quires the Senate to convict and re-

move the President of the United 
States if it is proven that he has com-
mitted high crimes while in office. It 
has been proven beyond a reasonable 
doubt and to a moral certainty that 
President William Jefferson Clinton 
has persisted in a continuous pattern 
to lie and obstruct justice. The chief 
law officer of the land, whose oath of 
office calls on him to preserve, protect 
and defend the Constitution, crossed 
the line and failed to protect the law, 
and, in fact, attacked the law and the 
rights of a fellow citizen. Under our 
Constitution, such acts are high crimes 
and equal justice requires that he for-
feit his office. For these reasons, I felt 
compelled to vote to convict and re-
move the President from office. 

THE FACTS 
Facing a lawsuit the United States 

Supreme Court had upheld against 
him, President Clinton had to make a 
decision. He could tell the truth or lie 
and obstruct justice. He took the 
course of illegality. This case is not 
about an isolated false statement, it is 
about the President of the United 
States using his office, his power, his 
staff, and his popularity to avoid pro-
viding truthful answers and evidence 
that was relevant to a civil lawsuit. 
President Clinton’s actions dem-
onstrated a pattern of untruth and dis-
dain for the legal system he had sworn 
to uphold. 

OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE 
President Clinton resisted the law-

suit from the time it was filed. Among 
other defenses, he argued that he, as 
the President, was not subject to the 
civil legal system while in office. The 
Supreme Court unanimously rejected 
this proposition. His legal arguments 
having failed, the President began to 
use illegal means to defeat the action. 
Since the truth would be damaging, he 
took steps to see that the truth con-
cerning his relationship with Monica 
Lewinsky would never come out. 

President Clinton began his obstruc-
tion of justice by denying to the court 
material truths. He first filed with the 
court false answers to written ques-
tions, interrogatories, under oath. He 
then bolstered his lies to the court by 
procuring from Monica Lewinsky a 
supporting false affidavit which he 
filed with the court. When questioned 
at his deposition about the truthful-
ness of the Lewinsky affidavit, Presi-
dent Clinton, without any hesitation, 
told the court that it was ‘‘absolutely 
true’’. The President then proceeded, 
confident in his obstruction of the 
truth, to lie repeatedly under oath 
about their relationship in the deposi-
tion. 

Indeed, the President orchestrated a 
scheme to deceive the court, the public 
and the grand jury. The facts are dis-
turbing and compelling on the Presi-
dent’s intent to obstruct justice. When 
Monica Lewinsky received a subpoena 
for the gifts, the President knew that if 
they were produced, his relationship 
would be revealed. I believe Monica 
Lewinsky’s testimony that she dis-
cussed with the President what to do 
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with the gifts. I also believe that Betty 
Currie got the gifts from Monica 
Lewinsky and hid them under her bed 
only after approval from the President. 
Secreting evidence under subpoena is a 
crime. The President secured a job for 
Ms. Lewinsky in large part because he 
wanted her to file a false affidavit and 
to continue to cover up their true rela-
tionship. The President coached his 
personal secretary twice to ensure that 
if she were called as a witness in the 
civil case she would not contradict his 
testimony given the day before. The 
President intentionally lied to aides in 
an effort to have them mislead the pub-
lic and the grand jury. This is to me a 
clear pattern of obstruction of justice. 

The most conclusive proof of obstruc-
tion of justice, however, is the most ob-
vious. Clearly, the President succeeded 
at defeating the right of the Paula 
Jones attorneys to get discovery as 
they were entitled. He got away with 
it. But for the indisputable DNA evi-
dence that was only produced when Ms. 
Lewinsky confessed seven months 
later, the obstruction would have con-
tinued to be successful. Even when con-
fronted with this evidence at the grand 
jury in August the President chose to 
confuse the definition of words that 
have plain meanings instead of telling 
the truth. 

PERJURY 
From a strictly legal point of view 

the perjury count was not as clear as it 
might first appear. In fact, standing 
alone these perjury charges may have 
failed to be impeachable. However, the 
President made his false statements as 
part of a continuous pattern to ob-
struct justice and deceive. This pattern 
establishes the necessary criminal in-
tent. The President before the grand 
jury continued to deny facts and de-
tails that are by their very nature im-
portant in a sexual harassment suit. 
The President also intentionally de-
ceived the grand jury regarding his 
participation in the concealing of the 
gifts and lied regarding his effort to ob-
struct justice by coaching Betty 
Currie. His admissions, though signifi-
cant, steadfastly failed to cover any 
issues that would establish that his 
previous actions were in violation of 
the law. The President denies that 
these statements are false. However, he 
has no reservoir of credibility left after 
he so persistently lied to public for 
seven months. In my judgment these 
statements, which were aggravated by 
continuous lying to the American peo-
ple, are sufficient under the cir-
cumstances of this case to warrant 
conviction on this article. The Presi-
dent was not obligated to appear before 
the grand jury, but if he chose to do so, 
he was obligated to tell the complete 
truth. 

Each statement must be individually 
evaluated in a perjury case. The Presi-
dent’s statements that he did not be-
lieve he had violated the law and that 
he was not paying ‘‘a great deal of at-
tention’’ to his lawyers when they gave 
false information to the court are not 

credible. Even so, I believe they are too 
subjective in nature to be defined as 
clear acts of perjury under the law. The 
President’s response to clearly worded 
questions were intentionally designed 
to be misleading and deceptive; how-
ever, the Supreme Court has held in 
Bronston v. United States 409 U.S. 352 
(1973) that it is not perjurious for a wit-
ness to give an unresponsive answer 
even if the witness intends to mislead 
his questioner. With this in mind, I 
conclude that the other charged state-
ments, not delineated above, are mis-
leading and false but not perjurious. I 
wish it were not so, but the President 
is a practiced liar. In summary, this 
President has deliberately, 
premeditatedly, and with calculation 
set about to defeat the justice system 
by criminal acts which include perjury 
and obstruction of justice. 

THE LAW AND PRECEDENT 
Contrary to the stunning argument 

by the President’s attorneys, there is 
just one impeachment standard for 
Presidents and judges. It is found in 
Article II, Section 4 of the Constitu-
tion, which states, 

The President, Vice President, and all civil 
officers of the United States, shall be re-
moved from office on impeachment for, and 
conviction of, treason, bribery, or other high 
crimes and misdemeanors. 

Advocates on both sides of this case 
agree that federal judges are civil offi-
cers of the United States. As civil offi-
cers, they ‘‘shall be removed’’ on im-
peachment and conviction of high 
crimes and misdemeanors. The Presi-
dent’s attorneys in this case have ar-
gued that there is a different standard 
for impeachment and removal of fed-
eral judges. 

The President’s attorneys made a 
clever argument that the ‘‘good behav-
ior’’ clause, which refers to a judge’s 
tenure, sets a separate standard of im-
peachable conduct for federal judges. 
They cite in support of this proposition 
Article III, Section 1 of the Constitu-
tion, which states: 

The Judges, both of the supreme and infe-
rior courts, shall hold their offices during 
good behavior, and shall, at stated times, re-
ceive for their services, a compensation, 
which shall not be diminished during their 
continuance in office. 

Historical research clearly shows 
that when the Constitution was drafted 
and ratified, the phrase ‘‘good behav-
ior’’ had nothing to do with impeach-
ment. The clause simply referred to the 
term of office and compensation for a 
federal judge. It is generally accepted 
that the legislative branch’s power to 
actually remove a federal judge, a 
member of a separate and co-equal 
branch of government, is limited to im-
peachment. 

Before the American Revolution, 
American colonial judges were not 
independent. They served at the pleas-
ure of the British king and could be 
dismissed at his command. The British 
monarch also controlled the salaries of 
colonial judges. Americans recognized 
that an independent judiciary was a 

fundamental component of a free soci-
ety. In fact, they included the lack of 
an independent judiciary as part of the 
‘‘long train of abuses’’ in the Declara-
tion of Independence: ‘‘[King George 
III] has made judges dependent on his 
will alone, for the tenure of their of-
fices, and the amount of payment of 
their salaries.’’ In response, the fram-
ers of the Constitution delineated 
through Article III, Section I, that fed-
eral judges would not serve at the 
whims of Congress or the President. 

Moreover, Alexander Hamilton, a 
drafter of the Constitution, addressed 
the impeachment standard for judges 
in Federalist #79, one of a series of es-
says explaining the Constitution. In 
that essay he writes: 

The precautions for [federal judges’] re-
sponsibility are comprised in the article re-
specting impeachments. . . . This is the only 
provision on the point, which is consistent 
with the necessary independence of the judi-
cial character, and it is the only one which 
we find in our own constitution in respect to 
our own judges. 

Thus, the Constitution provided but 
one standard of removal of judges and 
it is the same one applied to the Presi-
dent. 

In our history there has been only 
one effort to impeach a judge on the 
‘‘good behavior’’ standard, and that ef-
fort failed. In 1805, the Jefferson ad-
ministration encouraged an impeach-
ment of Justice Samuel Chase, an out-
spoken justice of the Supreme Court 
and member of the opposition Fed-
eralist party. Chase was impeached for 
his conduct while sitting as a circuit 
judge. The Senate acquitted Justice 
Chase and thus redeemed the drafters’ 
original intent that judges can only be 
impeached for high crimes and mis-
demeanors. 

So let any notion that judges may be 
impeached under a different standard 
be put to rest. That conclusion is in-
consistent with the Constitution and 
not supported by history. 

It is easy to understand why the 
President’s attorneys found it nec-
essary to argue that federal judges may 
be removed under a different impeach-
ment standard. The reason is that if 
the President is guilty of the same con-
duct that has led to the impeachment, 
conviction, and removal of three fed-
eral judges in the last thirteen years, 
and if the constitutional standard is 
the same, and if the substance of the 
allegations are the same, then he too 
must be removed. 

In 1986, the Senate convicted federal 
judge Harry E. Claiborne of three arti-
cles of impeachment that involved fun-
damental dishonesty: Judge Claiborne 
was convicted for knowingly filing 
false tax returns. Like every American 
who pays income tax, Judge Claiborne 
certified under penalty of perjury that 
his tax returns were true. For two 
years, he submitted such returns when 
he knew them to be false. He was sub-
sequently impeached, convicted and re-
moved. The President’s lies in this case 
were, in my opinion, worse because 
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they constituted a frontal assault on 
the integrity of the justice system. The 
President did not lie on a form to hide 
income from the government; he lied 
under oath before a federal judge in an 
official proceeding to defeat a civil 
rights lawsuit filed by an American cit-
izen. Under Senate precedent, that is 
impeachable conduct. 

Another example of recent Senatorial 
precedent is the Hastings case. In 1989, 
the Senate convicted Judge ALCEE 
HASTINGS of Florida on seven of twelve 
articles of impeachment that were pre-
sented by the House. Judge HASTINGS 
was alleged to have taken a bribe to 
alter the outcome in a case before his 
court. Judge HASTINGS was convicted 
in the Senate on seven articles of im-
peachment. Judge HASTINGS was con-
victed for knowingly making false 
statements to the jury in his own brib-
ery trial at which he was acquitted. In 
the same year, Judge Walter Nixon was 
convicted by the Senate for lying under 
oath before a grand jury. Judge Nixon 
corruptly attempted to obstruct justice 
by denying his efforts to intervene in a 
state court prosecution for a friend—a 
case unrelated to his duties as a federal 
judge. 

In the present impeachment case, we 
are not dealing with a blank slate. The 
Senate’s actions in earlier cases are 
our clearest guide on how to proceed in 
the trial of President Clinton. The Sen-
ate has demonstrated three times in 
the last thirteen years that perjury by 
civil officers of the United States re-
quires removal. It is inconceivable that 
equally reprehensible conduct by the 
President in this case should not also 
lead to his conviction and removal. By 
not so acting, the result will be an im-
mediate lowering of our standards for 
impeachment and that standard will 
apply to judges as well. This argument 
defines us down, reducing the dignity 
of the Presidency and the Congress. 

PERSONAL OBSERVATIONS 
As one who loves the law and who has 

spent the better part of his professional 
career trying cases, I understand in a 
profound way just how important it is 
for justice that citizens tell the truth 
in court. As a federal prosecutor, I pre-
sented thousands of cases to a grand 
jury and tried hundreds. On many occa-
sions I have seen witnesses tell the 
truth, even when it was very painful 
for them. Many have been driven to 
tears but still they honored their oath. 
Millions of Americans honestly fill out 
their tax returns and pay large sums of 
money simply because they are honest 
and believe in the rule of law. Such in-
tegrity is a source of great strength for 
our country. 

The rule of law and the need for in-
tegrity in our justice system is why 
perjury cases are prosecuted in Amer-
ica. About seven years ago when I was 
still the United States Attorney for the 
Southern District of Alabama, a case 
came before me. My own city of Mobile 
had as its chief of police a strong Afri-
can-American who aggressively worked 
to reform the office, establish commu-

nity-based policing, and work to create 
a new level of discipline. Opposition 
grew and lawsuits were filed against 
him. A young police officer, who had 
been the Chief’s driver, testified in a 
deposition in a federal lawsuit against 
the Chief. He stated that the chief of 
police had ordered him to ‘‘bug’’ the 
patrol cars of other police officers and 
that he had a secret tape recording giv-
ing him this illegal order to commit a 
crime. The deposition was released 
quickly to the newspapers. The city 
council, police department, and the 
people were in an uproar. Under careful 
questioning by an experienced FBI 
agent, the young officer admitted that 
he had lied in the deposition regarding 
the tape recording. 

As United States Attorney, it was my 
decision whether the officer would be 
prosecuted for his perjury. His counsel 
argued that he was young, that he did 
lie but had corrected his false testi-
mony at a later time. He argued that 
we should decline to prosecute. After 
reflection and review, I concluded that 
a sworn police officer who had told a 
plain lie under oath, even a young offi-
cer, should be prosecuted in order to 
preserve the rule of law and the integ-
rity of the system. Our office pros-
ecuted that case. The officer was con-
victed, and that conviction was later 
affirmed by the United States Court of 
Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit. For 
me personally, I have concluded that I 
cannot hold a young police officer to a 
different and higher standard than the 
President of the United States. 

In sum, it is crucial to our system of 
justice that we demand the truth. I 
fear that an acquittal of this President 
will weaken the legal system by sug-
gesting that being less than truthful is 
an option for those who testify under 
oath in official proceedings. Whereas 
the handling of the case against Presi-
dent Nixon clearly strengthened the 
nation’s respect for law, justice and 
truth, by sending a crystal clear mes-
sage about the requirement for hon-
esty, the Clinton impeachment may 
unfortunately have the opposite result. 

Finally, it is important to pause a 
moment to reflect on truth itself. I be-
lieve that we live in a created and or-
dered universe and that truth and 
falsehood are real. They are capable of 
being ascertained. I reject the doctrine 
of relativism that suggests everything 
is OK. We must always strive to hold 
the banner of truth high. Indeed, the 
pursuit of truth wherever it leads has 
been a hallmark of our civilization and 
is the single quality that has made us 
such a vibrant and productive nation. 
Of course, none of us are perfect and we 
often fail in our personal affairs, but 
when it comes to going to court, and 
its comes to our justice system, a great 
nation must insist on honesty and law-
fulness. Our country must insist upon 
that for every citizen. The chief law of-
ficer of the land, whose oath of office 
calls on him to preserve, protect and 
defend the Constitution, crossed the 
line and failed to defend the law, and, 

in fact, attacked the law and the rights 
of a fellow citizen. Under our Constitu-
tion, equal justice requires that he for-
feit his office. For these reasons, I felt 
compelled to vote to convict and re-
move the President from office. 

Some will not agree with my conclu-
sion. In that case, or if I have other-
wise offended you in any way during 
this process, I ask for your forgiveness. 
I have sincerely tried to bring to bear 
the training and experience that I have 
had, along with the values with which 
we were raised in Alabama, to decide 
this important matter. 

f 

CENSURE RESOLUTION 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, the Senate 
has just discharged its duty under the 
Constitution to try the impeachment 
of President Clinton. We have rendered 
our judgment. 

We have been asked to consider an-
other, albeit lesser, form of punish-
ment of the President—a resolution of 
censure. That resolution is authored by 
the Senator from California, Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN, and the Senator from Utah, Mr. 
BENNETT. Senator FEINSTEIN attempted 
to bring it before the Senate by way of 
a motion to suspend the rules in order 
to permit her motion to proceed. The 
Senator from Texas, Mr. GRAMM, ob-
jected, and then moved to indefinitely 
postpone consideration of Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN’s motion. Since two-thirds of the 
Senate failed to vote in the negative, 
his point of order was sustained, and 
the motion to proceed failed. 

I did not support Senator GRAMM’s 
motion for the simple reason that I did 
not believe it appropriate to deny to 
Senator FEINSTEIN and others the op-
portunity to bring before the Senate a 
resolution of censure following the con-
clusion of the impeachment trial of the 
President. Had this resolution or some-
thing similar to it—say, a proposal to 
make ‘‘findings of fact’’ about the 
President’s conduct—been offered dur-
ing the impeachment trial, I would 
have strenuously opposed its consider-
ation. 

In my view, such a proposal is not 
permitted by the Constitution when 
raised as part of an impeachment trial. 
The Constitution is clear on this point. 
Article I, Section 3 states that ‘‘Judg-
ment in Cases of Impeachment shall 
not extend further than to removal 
from office, and disqualification to 
hold and enjoy any Office of honor, 
Trust, or Profit under the United 
States. . . .’’ Our sole choice when try-
ing an impeachment case is whether or 
not to convict and remove (and then 
disqualify from holding any further of-
fice) the individual in question. The 
Framers decided not to give Senators 
leeway to create additional judgment 
options—no matter how creative, con-
venient, or compelling they may be. 

Because Senator FEINSTEIN’s motion 
was made after the conclusion of the 
trial, during legislative session, I be-
lieved it was appropriate and timely 
for the Senate’s consideration. 
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That is not to say, however, that I 

would have supported the resolution 
had the motion to proceed carried. On 
the contrary, I would have opposed it— 
as I would have opposed each of the 
several proposed censure resolutions 
that have circulated in recent days. 
The President has acted in a manner 
worthy of censure. No one denies that. 

However, I have serious misgivings 
about a censure resolution emanating 
from this body and this body alone. I 
am concerned about what it may 
mean—not for this President, but for 
the institution of the presidency. I un-
derstand the passion to voice—loudly 
and unmistakably—disapproval of the 
President’s conduct. But it must be 
tempered by an even greater passion 
for the office he holds, and for the con-
stitutional balance of power between 
the executive and legislative branches 
of government. 

The Federalist Number 73 speaks of 
‘‘the propensity of the legislative de-
partment to intrude upon the rights, 
and to absorb the powers, of the other 
departments.’’ It warns of a presidency 
‘‘stripped of [its] authorities by succes-
sive resolutions, or annihilated by a 
single vote.’’ 

My colleagues, we must qualify our 
understandable disdain for this presi-
dent’s conduct with the admonition to 
protect the office that he will occupy 
for a mere 23 months longer. 

Nowhere does the Constitution ex-
pressly permit us to take up such a res-
olution. Nor does it expressly prohibit 
such a step. Yet the Senate, and the 
Congress as a whole, has been remark-
ably restrained in even considering 
censure resolutions. It has been even 
more reluctant to adopt them. Only 
once, in 1834, was a president formally 
censured by resolution. Three years 
later, that resolution was expunged. 

The President at that time was An-
drew Jackson. The driving force behind 
his censure was Henry Clay. Jackson 
had defeated Clay in the presidential 
election of 1832. In 1834, they remained 
bitter political adversaries. 

Jackson argued that the resolution 
was repugnant to the constitutional 
principle of checks and balances be-
tween the branches of government. If 
the Senate wanted to punish him, he 
said, it had only one avenue acceptable 
under the Constitution: it would have 
to wait for the House to send an im-
peachment. 

I am not convinced that a resolution 
censuring a president is unconstitu-
tional. But I certainly agree that it is, 
at least in the context of the present 
case, unwise. There have been numer-
ous instances where presidents behaved 
in a manner deemed outrageous and 
even dangerous to the country. Frank-
lin Roosevelt was roundly criticized for 
his efforts to ‘‘pack’’ the Supreme 
Court. President Truman seized the 
steel mills. President Reagan and then- 
Vice President Bush presided over the 
executive branch while an illegal 

scheme, run out of the White House, 
was conducted to sell arms to Iran and 
use proceeds from those sales to sup-
port armed rebellion in Nicaragua. The 
behavior of these individuals arguably 
was at least as egregious as President 
Clinton’s. But the Senate did not pur-
sue a censure resolution against any of 
them. 

Ours is not a parliamentary system. 
In the United States, we do not enter-
tain votes of ‘‘no confidence’’ against 
our chief executive. We elect presi-
dents, not prime ministers. 

A censure resolution in the present 
instance will seem modest, perhaps 
even insignificant, in relation to the 
impeachment conducted by the House. 
However, future generations may well 
come to view censure as an American- 
made vote of ‘‘no confidence’’ against 
future occupants of the Oval Office. We 
may pave the way to a new form of ex-
ecutive punishment. And it may be 
used not only in cases of personal mis-
conduct. It could be used against a 
president who simply makes an un-
popular or unwise, but nevertheless 
lawful and well-intended, decision. 

Ultimately, we could subject future 
presidents, who have not been im-
peached, to this form of punishment. In 
doing so, we risk eroding the independ-
ence and authority of the presidency. I 
do not want to see the Senate take 
such a risk. 

f 

APPRECIATION OF SERVICE OF 
CHIEF JUSTICE REHNQUIST 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise to 
extend a word of thanks to Chief Jus-
tice Rehnquist for his distinguished 
service in presiding over this trial. 

The Supreme Court sits just a few 
short yards from this Chamber. Yet, its 
Justices and its working remain large-
ly unknown to those of us who serve 
here. Perhaps that conceptual distance 
successfully reflects the Framers’ con-
struct of legislative and judicial 
branches that act for the most part 
independently of one another. 

Suffice it to say that our knowledge 
of the Chief Justice was rather limited 
prior to the commencement of the im-
peachment trial. We knew of his rep-
utation as a formidable intellect, as a 
scholar—including on the topic of im-
peachment—, and as an efficient man-
ager of courtroom. We did not as a 
group know much more about him. 

What we learned during that course 
of that trial is that the Chief Justice 
brought his many estimable qualities 
to bear on this unique legal challenge. 
He brought a deep historical under-
standing of the impeachment process. 
He instilled confidence in each Senator 
that he would conduct himself in a 
manner faithful to the role prescribed 
for the chief justice by the Framers. 
All all times, he guided the trial with 
a firm and fair hand-not hesitating to 
use his judgment and common sense 

when appropriate, but never pressing a 
point of view on matters better left to 
the collective judgment of the Senate. 
He demonstrated a continuing respect 
and appreciation for the workings of 
this body. Last but not least, he 
brought a refreshing sense of humor to 
his task, which made our task as triers 
of fact somewhat more bearable. 

Although this was an historic occa-
sion, no one who took part in it rel-
ished doing so. There is collective re-
lief, I think, that this constitutional 
ordeal is now behind us. But as we look 
back at these past remarkable weeks, 
we can all take comfort and pride in 
knowing that this second impeachment 
trial in our nation’s history was pre-
sided over by an individual of great in-
telligence, historical knowledge, and 
wit. 

These qualities made him uniquely 
suited to his task. The Senate and the 
entire nation owe a debt of thanks to 
Chief Justice Rehnquist for rendering 
such value and distinguished service. 

APPENDICES A-L TO SENATOR 
LEVIN’S IMPEACHMENT TRIAL 
STATEMENT OF FEBRUARY 12, 
1999 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, as we 
close this chapter in the Senate’s life 
and prepare our records for the annals 
of history, there are several points 
which I wish to highlight in a series of 
appendices. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ap-
pendices be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the appen-
dices were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

APPENDIX A 

The indisputable, underlying reality of the 
impeachment case was that Monica 
Lewinsky’s denial of a sexual relationship 
with the President was part of a long-term 
understanding and pattern, long before the 
subpoena in the Paula Jones case. 

‘‘Q: Had you talked with him earlier about 
these false explanations about what you 
were doing visiting him on several occa-
sions? 

A: Several occasions throughout the rela-
tionship. Yes. It was a pattern of the rela-
tionship to sort of conceal it.’’—Grand Jury 
Testimony of Monica Lewinsky, Part One; 
Independent Counsel Appendices, Page 844. 

‘‘A Juror: Did you ever discuss with the 
President whether you should deny the rela-
tionship if you were asked about it? 

A: I think I always offered that.’’—Grand 
Jury Testimony of Monica Lewinsky, Part 
One; Independent Counsel Appendices, Page 
1077. 

‘‘A: And she [Linda Tripp] told me that I 
should put it in a safe deposit box because it 
could be evidence one day. And I said that 
was ludicrous because I would never—I would 
never disclose that I had a relationship with 
the President. I would never need it.’’— 
Grand Jury Testimony of Monica Lewinsky, 
Part One; Independent Counsel Appendices, 
Page 1107. 

‘‘A Juror: And what about the next sen-
tence also? Something to the effect that if 
two people who are involved say it didn’t 
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happen, it didn’t happen. Do you recall him 
saying that to you? 

A: Sitting here today, very vaguely . . . 
And this was—I mean, this was early—obvi-
ously not something we discussed too often, 
I think, because it was—it’s a somewhat un-
pleasant thought of having to deny it, hav-
ing it even come to that point. 

A Juror: Is it possible that you also had 
these discussions after you learned that you 
were a witness in the Paula Jones case? 

A: I don’t believe so. No. 
A Juror: Can you exclude the possibility? 
A: I pretty much can.’’—Grand Jury Testi-

mony of Monica Lewinsky, Part One; Inde-
pendent Counsel Appendices, Page 1119. 

APPENDIX B 
Did Ms. Lewinsky think her affidavit in 

the Paula Jones case was false when she 
signed it? 

‘‘Ms. L had a physically intimate relation-
ship with the President. Neither the Pres. 
nor Mr. Jordan (or anyone on their behalf) 
asked or encouraged Ms. L to lie. Ms. L was 
comfortable signing the affidavit with regard 
to the ‘sexual relationship’ because she could 
justify to herself that she and the Pres. did 
not have sexual intercourse.’’—Proffer of 
Monica Lewinsky to the Independent Coun-
sel. 

‘‘Q: When he said that you might sign an 
affidavit, what did you understand it to 
mean at that time? 

A: I thought that signing an affidavit could 
range from anywhere between maybe just 
somehow mentioning, you know, innocuous 
things or going as far as maybe having to 
deny any kind of relationship.’’—Grand Jury 
Testimony of Monica Lewinsky, Part One; 
Independent Counsel Appendices, Page 844. 

‘‘Q: You were trying to be truthful 
throughout [the proffer]? 

A: Exactly.’’—Grand Jury Testimony of 
Monica Lewinsky, Part One; Independent 
Counsel Appendices, Page 1142. 

‘‘A: But I did some justifying in signing 
the affidavit, so— 

Q: Justifying—does the word 
‘rationalizing’ apply as well? 

A: Rationalize, yes.’’—Grand Jury Testi-
mony of Monica Lewinsky, Part One; Inde-
pendent Counsel Appendices, Page 925. 

APPENDIX C 
House Managers implied that when the 

President allegedly told John Podesta Ms. 
Lewinsky threatened him, the President was 
lying. But Monica Lewinsky did write a 
threatening letter to President Clinton. 

‘‘If you believe the aides testified truth-
fully to the grand jury about what the Presi-
dent told them about his relationship, the 
President told them many falsehoods, abso-
lute falsehoods. So when the President de-
scribed them under oath to the grand jury as 
truths, he lied and committed the crime of 
perjury. One example of this comes from 
Deputy Chief John Podesta. . . [a]nother is 
Sidney Blumenthal. His testimony was that 
on January 23 the President told him 
that. . . Lewinsky threatened him and said 
that she would tell people that they had had 
an affair. . .’’—House Manager McCollum, 
Congressional Record, January 15, 1999, Page 
S266. 

‘‘Q: You mentioned that in that July 3rd 
letter that you sent to the President through 
Betty you made a reference to the fact that 
you might have to explain things to your 
parents. What did you mean by that?. . . 
Were you meaning to threaten the President 
that you were going to tell, for example, 
your father about the sexual relationship 
with the President? 

A: Yes and no.’’—Grand Jury Testimony of 
Monica Lewinsky, Part One; Independent 
Counsel Appendices, Page 807. 

APPENDIX D 
There was much debate about the con-

sequences of calling live witnesses. The 
President’s lawyers argued that calling wit-
nesses would require them to engage in ex-
tensive discovery and would significantly 
stretch-out the trial. It is relevant in evalu-
ating that claim to look at the impeach-
ments of Judge Nixon and Judge Alcee Has-
tings. In both of those cases, the Judges’ at-
torneys were given extensive discovery, in-
cluding Justice Department files, to prepare 
their defense. See letter of Senator Wyche 
Fowler, Chairman of the Senate Impeach-
ment Trial Committee, and letter of Pro-
fessor Terence Anderson, University of 
Miami School of Law, below: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, July 18, 1989. 

JOHN C. KEENEY, 
Deputy Assistant Attorney General, Criminal 

Division, Department of Justice, Wash-
ington, DC. 

DEAR MR. KEENEY: As Chairman of the 
Senate Impeachment Trial Committee on 
the Articles of Impeachment against Judge 
Nixon, I write to request the Department’s 
assistance in the Committee’s efforts to as-
sure that Judge Nixon receives a fair trial in 
the Senate. The Committee has determined 
that it would make a useful contribution to 
the trial process if the Department were 
willing to permit the Committee, through its 
staff, to review the documents (excluding 
grand jury materials governed by Rule 6(e)) 
in the possession of the Department, includ-
ing those possessed by the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, that were requested by Judge 
Nixon in his June 1, 1989 letter to the Attor-
ney General, which was the subject of your 
response on June 21, 1989. 

The review would be consistent with that 
conducted in the case of the Hastings im-
peachment matter. That is, the focus of the 
review would be to determine if there is evi-
dence that the investigations were conducted 
in a manner intended to mislead a court or 
trier of fact as to Judge Nixon’s guilt or in-
nocence. In the event that it is determined 
that particular documents should properly 
be made part of the pending impeachment 
proceedings, and accordingly made available 
to the parties for use at trial, the committee 
would hear from the Department prior to 
disclosing any documents that you believe 
contain particularly sensitive matters, so 
that we may address any continuing con-
cerns that you have. No documents or por-
tions of documents would be made available 
to the parties without the consent of the De-
partment. 

Your expeditious response to this request 
would be most helpful to the committee in 
attempting to complete discovery by July 
31st. 

Sincerely, 
WYCHE FOWLER, Jr. 

THE UNIVERSITY OF MIAMI SCHOOL 
OF LAW, 

Coral Gables, FL, January 28, 1999. 
Hon. CARL LEVIN, 
U.S. Senate. 

DISCOVERY PRECEDENTS FROM HASTINGS 
DEAR SENATOR LEVIN: Ms. Linda Gustitus 

asked that I describe the process by which 
and the materials to which I was given ac-
cess as counsel for then Judge Hastings dur-
ing the impeachment trial proceedings be-
fore the United States Senate. After the 
matter was referred to an Impeachment 
Trial Committee, I submitted requests for 
production of documents to the House, to the 
Investigating Committee of the Judicial 
Council of the Eleventh Circuit, to the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation, and the Justice 
Department. Over the initial objections of 

the House Managers, at the ‘‘request’’ of the 
Impeachment Trial Committee I received 
documents from all but the Justice Depart-
ment. In lieu of direct production, the Im-
peachment Trial Committee examined the 
sensitive Justice Department materials to 
determine what should be supplied. I was 
also permitted to take at least three dis-
covery depositions. The proceedings that re-
sulted in this production are reported in Re-
port of the Senate Impeachment Trial Com-
mittee on the Articles of Impeachment 
Against Judge Alcee L. Hastings, S. Hrg. 101– 
194, Pt. I (Pretrial Matters). 

By way of illustrations I enclose an appen-
dix to a memorandum that I submitted to 
the Impeachment Trial Committee. That ap-
pendix describes in some detail the materials 
that I received from the FBI and my esti-
mate that in the aggregate the production 
amounted to about 16,000. The enclosed copy 
was reproduced from S. Hrg. 101–194, Pt. I at 
433–436. Please let me know if I can be of fur-
ther assistance. 

Sincerely, 
TERENCE J. ANDERSON. 

Professor of Law. 

APPENDIX E 
Many of us in the Senate thought the 

House of Representatives failed to meet its 
responsibilities by not calling witnesses be-
fore the House Judiciary Committee. A re-
view of impeachments shows that in every 
impeachment but the one (where the subject 
of the impeachment was mentally incom-
petent and the House relied on the record of 
his decisions as a judge), the House called 
fact witnesses. According to information ob-
tained by my staff from the Congressional 
Research Service, there have been 16 im-
peachments by the House. 14 of those im-
peachments have resulted in trials in the 
Senate; two did not because the impeached 
officials resigned. 

15 of those impeachments had fact wit-
nesses in the House; one didn’t. That was the 
case of Judge Pickering. He was impeached 
for being mentally incapacitated. There were 
charges of drunkenness and ‘‘ungentlemanly 
language’’ in the courtroom. The articles 
against him, however, all dealt with his rul-
ings and decisions that ‘‘proved’’ he was 
mentally incompetent. During the House in-
quiry, a number of affidavits were presented. 

APPENDIX F 

Independent counsel Kenneth Starr inter-
vened in the Senate impeachment trial by 
obtaining a court order addressed to Monica 
Lewinsky requiring her to meet privately 
with House Managers, based on a motion and 
ex parte hearing with no notice to the Sen-
ate counsel or White House counsel. The 
independent counsel then mischaracterized 
his own action in seeking that order, describ-
ing it as seeking an ‘‘interpretation’’ rather 
than an ‘‘order’’. 

See the letters to Kenneth Starr, Robert 
Bittman, Jacob Stein, & Robert Bittman; 
the Emergency Motion on Immunity Agree-
ment; the letter to Congressman Henry 
Hyde; the letter to Sen. Daschle; Congress-
man Hyde’s press release; the order of Judge 
Norma Holloway Johnson and the transcript 
of Mr. Starr’s remarks as follow: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
January 21, 1999. 

Hon. KENNETH W. STARR, 
Office of Independent Counsel, 
Washington, DC. 

Re: Interview of Monica Lewinsky. 

DEAR INDEPENDENT COUNSEL STARR: I am 
writing to you as the Lead Manager of the 
Managers of the Impeachment Trial of Wil-
liam Jefferson Clinton, currently underway 
in the United States Senate. We are in the 
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process of selecting witnesses for testimony 
in these proceedings. The attorneys for 
Monica Lewinsky have declined to make her 
available for an interview. 

We have reviewed a copy of Ms. Lewinsky’s 
Immunity Agreement. Pursuant to para-
graph 1(c) of that Agreement, it would ap-
pear that she is required to submit to inter-
views and debriefings if so requested by the 
Office of Independent Counsel. 

We would like to arrange an interview with 
Ms. Lewinsky prior to any such testimony. 
We would be happy to accommodate her 
wishes as to the precise time and location of 
that interview. However, it is important that 
this interview be scheduled to take place on 
the earliest possible date, specifically Fri-
day, Saturday, or Sunday. Your assistance 
with this interview will be appreciated. 

Thank you for your prompt attention. 
Sincerely, 

HENRY H. HYDE, 
On Behalf of the Managers 

on the Part of the House. 

LAW OFFICES OF 
PLATO CACHERIS, 

Washington, DC, January 21, 1999. 
ROBERT J. BITTMAN, Esquire 
Deputy Independent Counsel, Office of the 

Independent Counsel, Washington, DC. 

DEAR BOB: In your call today you men-
tioned that the managers requested Ms. 
Lewinsky’s cooperation by way of an inter-
view. As I told you, we believe it is inappro-
priate for Ms. Lewinsky to be placed in the 
position of a partisan—meeting with one side 
and not the other—in this unique proceeding. 
Therefore, we have recommended against 
interviews with either side. 

Sincerely, 
JACOB A. STEIN. 
PLATO CACHERIS. 

INDEPENDENT COUNSEL, 
Washington, DC, January 21, 1999. 

JACOB A. STEIN, Esq. 
Stein, Mitchell & Mezines, 
Washington, DC. 
PLATO CACHERIS, Esq. 
Law Offices of Plato Cacheris, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR JAKE AND PLATO: Pursuant to her Im-
munity Agreement with this Office, we here-
by request that Monica Lewinsky meet for 
an interview with the House of Representa-
tives’ Impeachment Managers this Friday, 
Saturday, or Sunday, January 22, 23, or 24, 
1999. 

As you will recall, both parties con-
templated congressional proceedings at the 
time we entered into the Immunity Agree-
ment. The Agreement specifically requires 
Ms. Lewinsky to ‘‘testify truthfully . . . in 
any . . . congressional proceedings.’’ It fur-
ther requires Ms. Lewinsky to ‘‘make herself 
available for any interviews upon reasonable 
request,’’ and stipulates that these inter-
views may include ‘‘representatives of any 
other institutions as the OIC may require.’’ 

While I understand Ms. Lewinsky’s mis-
givings, I must disagree with one statement 
in your letter to me today: your assertion 
that submitting to an interview would make 
Ms. Lewinsky into a partisan. The Managers 
are acting on behalf of the House of Rep-
resentatives as a whole, not on behalf of a 
political party. There task is constitutional 
in nature. 

Please feel free to call me if you have any 
questions. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT J. BITTMAN, 

Deputy Independent Counsel. 

STEIN, MITCHELL & MEZINES, 
Washington, DC, January 22, 1999. 

ROBERT J. BITTMAN, Esquire 
Office of the Independent Counsel 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR BOB: 
1. We have your January 21, 1999 letter. 
2. The Agreement does not require Ms. 

Lewinsky to be interviewed by the House 
Managers or any Congressional body. 

3. Paragraph 1.C. of the Agreement states: 
‘‘Ms. Lewinsky will be fully debriefed con-
cerning her knowledge of and participation 
in any activities within the OIC’s jurisdic-
tion. This debriefing will be conducted by 
the OIC, including attorneys, law enforce-
ment agents, and representatives of any 
other institutions as the OIC may require. 
Ms. Lewinsky will make herself available for 
any interviews upon reasonable requests.’’ 

4. This paragraph deals with OIC 
debriefings, not OIC’s acting as an agent for 
others. 

5. The Senate itself has provided its own 
rules for witness interviews. As we under-
stand them, there first must be a deposition 
with equal access. As of now the Senate has 
not voted for depositions. 

6. Ms. Lewinsky will, of course, respond to 
a subpoena to appear and testify before the 
Senate. Yesterday, we raised with you the 
issue of immunity for any proposed congres-
sional testimony. You opined that your of-
fice could grant such immunity in conform-
ance with Title 18 U.S.C. §§ 6002, 6005. It is 
our understanding that only the Senate by 
majority vote can do that. We would appre-
ciate your supplying your legal authority for 
your position. 

Sincerely, 
JABOB A. STEIN. 
PLATO CACHERIS. 

[In the United District Court for the District 
of Columbia, Misc. No. 99– (NHJ)] 
IN RE GRAND JURY PROCEEDINGS 

EMERGENCY MOTION OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA FOR ENFORCEMENT OF IMMUNITY 
AGREEMENT 
The United States of America, by Kenneth 

W. Starr, Independent Counsel, respectfully 
submits this motion for an order requiring 
Ms. Lewinsky to comply with the terms of 
her Immunity Agreement (the ‘‘Agreement’’) 
with the Office of the Independent Counsel 
(‘‘OIC’’). Ms. Lewinsky has refused an OIC re-
quest that she be debriefed by the House of 
Representatives, as required by the Agree-
ment. The United States respectfully re-
quests that this Court orders Ms. Lewinsky 
to comply with the Agreement by allowing 
herself to be debriefed. 
I. Factual background 

As this Court is no doubt aware, the United 
States Senate is currently conducting an Im-
peachment Trial of the President of the 
United States. According to public reports, 
it is expected that the House will be required 
to submit to the Senate its motion to call 
witnesses as early as Monday, January 25. 
Again according to public reports, some po-
tential witnesses have spoken with the 
House Managers as the Managers attempt to 
determine which witnesses should be men-
tioned in their motion to the Senate. 

On January 21, 1999, House Judiciary Com-
mittee Chairman Henry J. Hyde, on behalf of 
the House of Representatives, as represented 
by its duly-appointed Managers, asked for 
the OIC’s assistance in having Ms. Lewinsky 
debriefed by the House. See Letter from 
Henry J. Hyde to Kenneth W. Starr (Jan. 21, 
1999) (Attachment A). The House stressed 
that it needs this debriefing to occur no later 
than Sunday, January 24. 

That same day, the OIC sent a letter to Ms. 
Lewinsky’s counsel requesting that Ms. 

Lewinsky allow herself to be debriefed by the 
House Managers. See Letter from Robert J. 
Bittman, Deputy Independent Counsel, to 
Jacob A. Stein, Esq. and Plato Cacheris, Esq. 
(Jan. 21, 1999) (Attachment C). At approxi-
mately 1:20 p.m. this afternoon, Ms. 
Lewinsky informed the OIC that she does not 
intend to comply with this request. See Let-
ter from Jacob A. Stein and Plato Cacheris 
to Robert J. Bittman (Jan. 22, 1999) (Attach-
ment D). 
II. The immunity agreement plainly requires Ms. 

Lewinsky to be debriefed by any institution 
that the OIC specifies 

Ordinary contract law principles govern 
immunity agreements. See In re Federal 
Grand Jury Proceedings, Misc. No. 98–59 
(NHJ), slip op. at 12 (D.D.C. May 1, 1998) 
(under seal) (‘‘Courts generally interpret im-
munity and proffer agreements, like plea 
agreements, under principles of contract 
law.’’), appeal dismissed sub nom. In re 
Sealed Case, 144 F.3d 74 (D.C. Cir. 1998) (per 
curiam); accord United States v. Black, 776 
F.2d 1321, 1326 (6th Cir. 1985) (‘‘Like a plea 
agreement, an immunity agreement is con-
tractual in nature and may be interpreted 
according to contract law principles.’’); 
United States v. Irvine, 756 F.2d 708, 710 (9th 
Cir. 1985) (per curiam) (‘‘Generally speaking, 
a cooperation-immunity agreement is con-
tractual) in nature and subject to contract 
law standards.’’); United States v. Hembree, 754 
F.2d 314, 317 (10th Cir. 1985) (characterizing 
an immunity agreement as ‘‘simply a con-
tract’’). 

Under contract law, an agreement is inter-
preted according to its plain terms. See Nich-
olson v. United States, 29 Fed. Cl. 180, 191 
(1993). The operative portion of the Immu-
nity Agreement states: ‘‘C. Ms. Lewinsky 
will be fully debriefed concerning her knowl-
edge of and participation in any activities 
within the OIC’s jurisdiction. This debriefing 
will be conducted by the OIC, including at-
torneys, law enforcement agents, and rep-
resentatives of any other institutions as the OIC 
may require. Ms. Lewinsky will make herself 
available for any interviews upon reasonable 
request.’’ Immunity Agreement T 1.C (empha-
sis added) (Attachment E). This provision 
follows paragraph 1.B, which expressly re-
quires Ms. Lewinsky to ‘‘testify truthfully 
. . . in . . . congressional proceedings.’’ 

By the plain terms of the Agreement, Ms. 
Lewinsky has agreed to be debriefed by rep-
resentatives of any institution, when so re-
quired by the OIC. She is also required to 
‘‘make herself available for any interviews 
upon reasonable request.’’ The duly-ap-
pointed House Managers represent the House 
of Representatives, which plainly is an insti-
tution. The OIC has unambiguously re-
quested that Ms. Lewinsky submit to each 
debriefing. Accordingly, Ms. Lewinsky must 
allow herself to be debriefed by the House 
Managers or she will have violated the 
Agreement. 

To be sure, Ms. Lewinsky has the right to 
have her ‘‘debriefing . . . conducted by the 
OIC.’’ The OIC, of course, is fully willing to 
conduct these debriefings, if Ms. Lewinsky so 
desires. The suggestion in her counsel’s let-
ter that this provision is void if the OIC is 
‘‘acting as an agent for other,’’ Attachment 
D at T 4, is contrary to the Agreement, as 
there is no such limitation on Ms. 
Lewinsky’s duties. A party to an agreement 
may not invent clauses to a contract that 
are not contained therein. 

In any event, the OIC is not acting as an 
agent for the House Managers. The OIC has 
its own, continuing duty to provide the 
House with information relating to impeach-
ment. See 28 U.S.C. § 595(c). 

Ms. Lewinsky’s counsel’s other sugges-
tion—that a debriefing would be contrary to 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 23:02 Nov 14, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00054 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S23FE9.REC S23FE9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1797 February 23, 1999 
Senate Rules, see Attachment D at T 5—is 
equally without merit. Senate Resolution 16 
(106th Cong.) states, in relevant part: ‘‘If the 
Senate agrees to allow either the House or 
the President to call witnesses, the witnesses 
shall first be deposed and the Senate shall 
decide after deposition which witnesses shall 
testify, pursuant to the impeachment rules.’’ 
Although it is plain that depositions may 
not be conducted absent a vote of the Sen-
ate, nothing in this resolution restricts the 
ability of the House to debrief witnesses in a 
non-deposition setting. Indeed, it would be 
strange for the Senate to prohibit the House 
and the President from doing the investiga-
tion necessary to determine whether they 
wish to call witnesses and which witnesses to 
list in their motions. 
III. This court should grant an order requiring 

Ms. Lewinsky to comply with the immunity 
agreement or forfeit its protection 

Under the Agreement, this Court has the 
authority to determine whether Ms. 
Lewinsky has ‘‘violated any provision of this 
Agreement.’’ Immunity Agreement T 30. ‘‘[A] 
declaratory judgment will ordinarily be 
granted only when it will either serve a use-
ful purpose in clarifying the legal relations 
in issue or terminate and afford relief from 
the uncertainty, insecurity, and controversy 
giving right to the proceeding.’’ Tierney v. 
Schweiker, 718 F.2d 456 (D.C. Cir. 1983) (inter-
nal quotation marks omitted). In this case, a 
declaratory judgment will resolve the uncer-
tainty arising from this controversy between 
the OIC and Ms. Lewinsky by settling wheth-
er she has the right to refuse to be debriefed 
without forfeiting the protections of the 
Agreement. 

Indeed, declaratory judgment is a common 
remedy when a party to a contract intends 
conduct that may be a breach: ‘‘ ‘(A) party to 
a contract is not compelled to wait until he 
has committed an act which the other party 
asserts will constitute a breach, but may 
seek relief by declaratory judgment and have 
the controversy adjudicated in order that he 
may avoid the risk of damages or other unto-
ward consequence.’ ’’ (Application of President 
& Directors of Georgetown College, Inc.) 331 
F.2d 1000, 1002 n.6 (D.C. Cir. 1964) (quoting 
Keener Oil & Gas v. Consolidated Gas Utilities 
Corp., 190 F.2d 985, 989 (10th Cir. 1951)); see 
Gilbert, Segall & Young v. Bank of Montreal, 
785 F. Supp. 453. 462 (S.D.N.Y. 1992); Fine v. 
Property Damage Appraisers, Inc., 393 F. Supp. 
1304, 1309–10 (E.D. La. 1975). Accordingly, this 
Court has the power to issue a declaratory 
judgment before Ms. Lewinsky’s actions be-
come irreversible. 
IV. Conclusion 

The Immunity Agreement plainly requires 
that Ms. Lewinsky allow herself to be de-
briefed by any institution at the request of 
the OIC. Ms. Lewinsky has the right to insist 
that the OIC conduct the debriefing, but she 
must comply with the plain terms of the Im-
munity Agreement. Accordingly, the United 
States respectfully requests that this Court 
enter an order requiring Ms. Lewinsky to 
submit to debriefing by the House. 

The Senate’s schedule requires the House 
to submit its motion to call witnesses as 
early as Monday, and the House has stressed 
its need to debrief Ms. Lewinsky this week-
end. Accordingly, the United States respect-
fully requests that this Court act on this mo-
tion as an emergency matter. Specifically, 
we request a hearing on this matter today. 

Respectfully submitted, 
KENNETH W. STARR, 

Independent Counsel. 
ROBERT J. BITTMAN, 

Deputy Independent 
Counsel. 

JOSEPH M. DITKOFF, 
Associate Independent 

Counsel. 

RICHARD C. KILLOUGH, 
Assistant Independent 

Counsel. 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
January 23, 1999. 

Hon. HENRY J. HYDE, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. MANAGER HYDE: We understand 
that the Office of Independent Counsel, on 
behalf of the House Managers, sought a court 
order to compel Ms. Lewinsky to submit to 
an interview with the Managers in prepara-
tion for her possible testimony. We further 
understand that Chief Judge Norma Hollo-
way Johnson has granted the order sought 
by the Independent Counsel. 

As you know, Senate Resolution 16, which 
was passed by a 100–0 vote just over two 
weeks ago, expressly deferred any consider-
ation or action related to additional witness 
testimony until after opening presentations, 
a question-and-answer period and an affirma-
tive vote to compel such testimony. These 
actions by the Managers, undertaken with-
out notice to the Senate or the President’s 
Counsel, raise profound questions of funda-
mental fairness and undermine the ability of 
this body to control the discovery procedures 
that will take place under the imprimatur of 
its authority. 

In light of these concerns, we ask that you 
withdraw any and all requests to Mr. Starr 
that he assist your efforts to interview Ms. 
Lewinsky. The Senate, in a matter of days, 
will have an opportunity to formally address 
this issue pursuant to the procedures estab-
lished by Senate Resolution 16. Moreover, we 
insist that you take no action related to the 
proposed interview of any witness until such 
time as the Senate has given you the author-
ity to do so. 

Sincerely, 
HARRY REID. 

[Also signed by 43 Senators.] 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
January 23, 1999. 

Hon. TOM DASCHLE, 
Democratic Leader, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. DEMOCRATIC LEADER: I am in re-
ceipt of your letter of today expressing your 
concern with the House of Representatives’ 
request to interview Monica Lewinsky. 

It has always been the position of the 
House Managers that a full trial with the 
benefit of relevant witnesses is in the best 
interest of the Senate and the American peo-
ple. Representatives of President Clinton and 
many Senators have publicly stated that 
they want the Senate to preclude the testi-
mony of witnesses. Many other Senators 
have made it clear that they prefer the wit-
ness lists for both sides to be sharply focused 
and limited to only the most relevant wit-
nesses. The Managers have been mindful of 
these Senators’ concerns. 

It is clear that the two most important 
witnesses in this trial are President Clinton 
and Ms. Lewinsky. Yesterday, I wrote to Ma-
jority Leader Lott and you to express the 
Managers’ willingness to participate in the 
fair examination of the President if the Sen-
ate chooses to invite him to testify. The 
presentation of the President’s counsel ended 
just two days ago. We are in the process of 
evaluating that presentation and deter-
mining what witnesses we will request the 
Senate to call. We believe that interviewing 
Ms. Lewinsky will help us make this deter-
mination. Counsel for the President may 
have already interviewed witnesses or may 
wish to interview witnesses they will propose 
to the Senate. That is their prerogative. The 
Senate has required us to submit a proffer of 
anticipated testimony of any proposed wit-

nesses. Interviews of potential witnesses will 
assist the parties in providing the Senate 
with informative proffers. 

The House of Representatives has not vio-
lated S. Res. 16. When the House passed H. 
Res. 10 appointing the Mangers, it authorized 
that the Managers may ‘‘in connection with 
the preparation and the conduct of the trial, 
exhibit the articles of impeachment to the 
Senate and take all other actions necessary, 
which may include * * * sending for persons 
and papers . . . .’’ Implicit in this authority 
is the ability to conduct interviews and 
gather additional information relevant to 
the articles of impeachment. 

The Managers, who represent the House of 
Representatives, retain powers separate and 
apart from the Senate. The Managers are 
not, just as the President’s Counsel are not, 
an office or subset of the Senate. The Man-
agers, like the President’s Counsel, may con-
duct activities, such as further investigation 
and legal research, that are not specifically 
authorized by the Senate. 

Senate Resolution 16 does not prohibit the 
Managers from conducting further investiga-
tion or interviews of witnesses. If the resolu-
tion was intended to restrict the Managers 
in this way, we believe that it would violate 
principles of bicameralism, the ability of 
each House to establish its own rules of pro-
cedure, and would therefore be an unconsti-
tutional infringement on the prerogatives of 
the House. 

Implicit in the right of the Managers to re-
port to the House amendments to articles of 
impeachment, is the right of the Managers 
to receive and evaluate additional informa-
tion. For example, if the Managers received 
additional exculpatory or inculpatory infor-
mation, they could file amendments to the 
articles of impeachment in the House. 

Senate Resolution 16 set a schedule for de-
ciding whether to depose witnesses. The deci-
sion to depose witnesses is subject to a re-
quest from the House Managers. The House 
Managers have decided that they need to 
talk with Ms. Lewinsky before making a rec-
ommendation to the Senate to depose her. 
The action of the House Managers is not un-
usual. It is not unfair, and it is not contrary 
to the rules of the Senate. 

With all due respect to the Senate, the 
rules and the constitutional principles of bi-
cameralism do not require that the House 
obtain the permission of the Senate merely 
to conduct an interview of a potential wit-
ness. A decision to merely interview a wit-
ness as opposed to conducting a deposition, 
does not interfere with the Senate’s ability 
to control the procedures set forth under S. 
Res. 16. 

Sincerely, 
HENRY J. HYDE, 

On behalf of the Managers on the 
Part of the House of Representatives. 

[From the U.S. House of Representatives, 
Committee on the Judiciary, Henry J. 
Hyde, Chairman] 
MANAGERS’ RESPONSE TO JUDGE’S RULING 
(Washington, D.C.)—Paul McNulty, chief 

spokesman for the House Managers, made 
the following statement today following 
Judge Johnson’s ruling that Monica 
Lewinsky must cooperate with the man-
agers’ request for an interview, in keeping 
with her immunity agreement: 

‘‘Monica Lewinsky received extraordinary 
protection in exchange for her truthful testi-
mony. Judge Johnson ruled that she has an 
obligation to cooperate in the search for 
truth. 

‘‘Ms. Lewinsky’s testimony has never been 
more important than it is now. In the last 
four days, the White House has challenged 
the reliability of her testimony in a number 
of key instances relating to her conversa-
tions with the President and Ms. Currie. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1798 February 23, 1999 
‘‘Ms. Lewinsky can resolve some of these 

crucial conflicts, and House Managers have a 
responsibility to interview her before decid-
ing to call her as a witness. This is 
Lawyering 101—any good lawyer would talk 
to a witness before deciding to put her on the 
witness stand. When the House of Represent-
atives appointed the Managers, it also grant-
ed them the investigative authority nec-
essary to find the truth. 

‘‘The White House’s protests are psuedo- 
objections designed to divert attention from 
the President’s behavior.’’ 

[In the United States District Court for the 
District of Columbia, Misc. No. 99–32 (NHJ)] 

IN RE GRAND JURY PROCEEDINGS 
ORDER 

Upon consideration of the Emergency Mo-
tion of the United States of America for En-
forcement of Immunity Agreement, it is 
hereby ordered that the Motion is granted. It 
is further ordered that Monica S. Lewinsky 
allow herself to be debriefed by the House 
Managers, to be conducted by the Office of 
the Independent Counsel if she so requests, 
or forfeit her protections under the Immu-
nity Agreement between Ms. Lewinsky and 
the OIC. 
January 23, 1999. 

NORMA HOLLOWAY JOHNSON, 
Chief Judge. 

EXCERPT FROM CBS RADIO TRANSCRIPT, 
JANUARY 24, 1999 

KENNETH STARR DELIVERS REMARKS CON-
CERNING THE UPCOMING INTERVIEW WITH 
MONICA LEWINSKY; WASHINGTON, D.C. 
QUESTION: Sir, people are saying on the 

Capitol Hill that you’re trying to influence 
the trial by bringing back Monica, before 
they had a chance to vote. 

What do you say about that? 
STARR: Well, as I indicated, we had a re-

quest from the Lead Manager, Chairman 
Hyde, it was a formal request. And we re-
sponded as I felt that we were obligated to do 
to that request. And we then took what I felt 
was the appropriate action and we went to 
court. 

I want to make it very clear that Chief 
Judge Johnson has only interpreted the 
agreement between Ms. Lewinsky, who’s ad-
vised by her very able lawyers, and our of-
fice. She did not direct an order in any sense 
other than to interpret the meaning of the 
agreement, which we asked her to interpret. 
So, I want it to be very, very clear that the 
judge was simply acting at our request to in-
terpret the terms of the agreement, which 
we believe are quite clear. 

QUESTION: Senator Harkin said yesterday 
that Judge Johnson may not have acted on, 
you know, constitutionally. Do you have any 
comment on that? 

STARR: Well we think that we have taken 
the appropriate action in going to the court 
and the court acted appropriately in inter-
preting the agreement, which is all that she 
did. So if there is an issue, the issue has to 
be one that’s entrusted to the wisdom of the 
Senate. And their relationship with the 
House managers. 

But from our standpoint, the agreement we 
felt was clear, we asked the judge to deter-
mine whether our interpretation of the 
agreement was clear. And she has issued her 
ruling. 

APPENDIX G 
Although the House Managers argued 

strenuously about the need to call witnesses 
in the Senate trial, their position in the 
House of Representatives on the same sub-
ject was the opposite. 

‘‘Well, they’ve already testified . . . I don’t 
think we need to reinvent the wheel. To keep 

calling people to reiterate what they’ve al-
ready said under oath.’’—Rep. Henry Hyde, 
CNN, October 10, 1998. 

‘‘I don’t really believe that we need more 
live testimony from those type of witnesses. 
We have sworn testimony from Monica 
Lewinsky, from Betty Currie, from all the 
principal players. We also have sworn testi-
mony from corroborating witnesses to their 
testimony . . . And—and . . . I don’t think 
we need any former witnesses. I don’t think 
we need to bring any in.’’—Rep. Bill McCol-
lum, NBC ‘‘Saturday Today’’, November 28, 
1998. 

‘‘Bringing in witnesses to rehash testi-
mony that’s already concretely in the record 
would be a waste of time and serve no pur-
pose at all.’’—Rep. George Gekas, New York 
Times, November 6, 1998. 

APPENDIX H 
Although the House Managers argued 

strenuously about the need to call witnesses 
in the Senate trial, they also claimed that 
the record conclusively proved the Presi-
dent’s guilt. 

‘‘A reasonable and impartial review of the 
record as it presently exists demands noth-
ing less than a guilty verdict.’’—House Man-
ager Bryant, Congressional Record, January 
14, 1999, Page S232. 

‘‘Finally, before turning to that merger of 
the law and the facts, which I believe will il-
lustrate conclusively that this President has 
committed and ought to be convicted on per-
jury and obstruction of justice . . .’’.—House 
Manager Barr, Congressional Record, Janu-
ary 15, 1999, Page S274. 

‘‘[L]adies and gentlemen of the Senate, 
there are conclusive facts here that support 
a conviction.’’—House Manager Bryant, Con-
gressional Record, February 8, 1999, Page 
S1358. 

APPENDIX I 
At times, the House Managers took dif-

ferent and oft-time conflicting positions on 
the need to call witnesses in the Senate 
trial. 

‘‘I submit that the state of the evidence is 
such that unless and until the President has 
the opportunity to confront and cross-exam-
ine witnesses like Ms. Lewinsky, and him-
self, to testify if he desires, there could not 
be any doubt of his guilt on the facts.’’— 
House Manager Bryant, Congressional 
Record, January 14, 1999, Page S232. 

‘‘[I]f we had Mr. Jordan on the witness 
stand—which I hope to be able to call Mr. 
Jordan—you would need to probe where his 
loyalties lie, listen to the tone of his voice, 
look into his eyes and determine the truth-
fulness of his statements. You must decide 
whether he is telling the truth or with-
holding information.’’—House Manager 
Hutchinson, Congressional Record, January 
14, 1999, Page S234. 

‘‘The case against the President rests to a 
great extent on whether or not you believe 
Monica Lewinsky. But it is also based on the 
sworn testimony of Vernon Jordan, Betty 
Currie, Sidney Blumenthal, John Podesta 
and corroborating witnesses. Time and 
again, the President says one thing and they 
say something entirely different . . . . But if 
you have serious doubts about the truthful-
ness of any of these witnesses, I, again, as all 
my colleagues do, encourage you to bring 
them in here.’’—House Manager McCollum, 
Congressional Record, January 15, 1999, Page 
S266. 

‘‘[O]n the record, the weight of the evi-
dence, taken from what we have given you 
today, what you can read in all these books 
back here . . . I don’t know what the wit-
nesses will say, but, I assume if they are con-
sistent, they’ll say the same that’s in 
here.’’—House Manager McCollum, Congres-
sional Record, January 15, 1999, Page S266– 
S267. 

‘‘[N]o one in this Chamber at this juncture 
does not know all the facts that are perti-
nent to this case. That is a magnificent ac-
complishment on the part of the man-
agers.’’—House Manager Gekas, Congres-
sional Record, January 15, 1999, Page S267. 

APPENDIX J 
The House of Representatives articles were 

intended to charge President Clinton with 
specific crimes. 

‘‘[T]his honorable Senate must do the right 
thing. It must listen to the evidence; it must 
determine whether William Jefferson Clin-
ton repeatedly broke our criminal laws and 
thus broke his trust with the people.’’— 
House Manager Sensenbrenner, Congres-
sional Record, January 14, 1999, Page S227. 

‘‘Moreover, in engaging in this course of 
conduct, referring here to the words of the 
obstruction statute found at section 1503 of 
the Criminal Code, the President’s actions 
constituted an endeavor to influence or im-
pede the due administration of justice in 
that he was attempting to prevent the plain-
tiff in the Jones case from having a ‘free and 
fair opportunity to learn what she may learn 
concerning the material facts surrounding 
her claim’. These acts by the President also 
constituted an endeavor to ‘corruptly per-
suade another person with the intent to in-
fluence the testimony they might give in an 
official proceeding’. Such are the elements of 
tampering with witnesses found at section 
1512 of the Federal Criminal Code.’’—House 
Manager Barr, Congressional Record, Janu-
ary 15, 1999, Page S274–S275. 

‘‘Under both sections of the Federal Crimi-
nal Code, that is, 1503, obstruction, and 1512, 
obstruction in the form of witness tam-
pering, the President’s conduct constituted a 
Federal crime and satisfies the elements of 
those statutes.—House Manager Barr, Con-
gressional Record, January 15, 1999, Page 
S275. 

‘‘The evidence, however, clearly estab-
lishes that the President’s statement con-
stitutes perjury, in violation of section 1623 
of the U.S. Federal Criminal Code for the 
simple reason the only realistic way Ms. 
Lewinsky could get out of having to testify 
based on her affidavit. There was no other 
way it could have happened. The President 
knew this. Ms. Lewinsky knew this. And the 
President’s testimony on this point is per-
jury within the clear meaning of the Federal 
perjury statute. It was willful, it was know-
ing, it was material, and it was false.—House 
Manager Barr, Congressional Record, Janu-
ary 15, 1999, Page S275. 

‘‘Please keep in mind also, it is not re-
quired that the target of the defendant’s ac-
tions actually testify falsely. In fact, the 
witness tampering statute can be violated 
even when there is no proceeding pending at 
the time the defendant acted in suggesting 
testimony. As the cases discussed by Man-
ager Cannon demonstrate, for a conviction 
under either section 1503, obstruction, or 
1512, obstruction by witness tampering, it is 
necessary only to show it was possible the 
target of the defendant’s actions might be 
called as a witness. That element has been 
more than met under the facts of this case.— 
House Manager Barr, Congressional Record, 
January 15, 1999, Page S276. 

‘‘In my opening statement before this 
body, I outlined the four elements of perjury: 
An oath, intent, falsity, materiality. In this 
case, all those elements have been met.’’— 
House Manager Chabot, Congressional 
Record, February 8, 1999, Page S1341. 

‘‘In the past month, you have heard much 
about the Constitution; and about the law. 
Probably more than you’d prefer; in a diz-
zying recitation of the U.S. Criminal Code: 18 
U.S.C. 1503. 18 U.S.C. 1505. 18 U.S.C. 1512. 18 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1799 February 23, 1999 
U.S.C. 1621. 18 U.S.C. 1623. Tampering. Per-
jury. Obstruction. That is a lot to digest, but 
these are real laws and they are applicable to 
these proceedings and to this President.’’— 
House Manager Barr, Congressional Record, 
February 8, 1999, Page S1342. 

APPENDIX K 
Though written in his diary almost 200 

hundred years ago, John Quincy Adams’ 
thoughts on the impeachment of Justice 
Samuel P. Chase, who was acquitted, are rel-
evant to the impeachment of President Clin-
ton. 

On the day that Justice Chase was acquit-
ted in 1805, John Quincy Adams wrote the 
following: 

‘‘. . . This was a party prosecution, and is 
issued in the unexpected and total dis-
appointment of those by whom it was 
brought forward. It has exhibited the Senate 
of the United States fulfilling the most im-
portant purpose of its institution. . . It has 
proved that a sense of justice is yet strong 
enough to overpower the furies of factions; 
but it has, at the same time, shown the wis-
dom and necessity of that provision in the 
Constitution which requires the concurrence 
of two-thirds for conviction upon impeach-
ments.’’ 

APPENDIX L 
ADDITIONAL STATEMENT OF SENATOR CARL 

LEVIN REGARDING THE INDEPENDENT COUNSEL 
Mr. President, four and one half years ago, 

the Special Court under the independent 
counsel law appointed Kenneth Starr to in-
vestigate certain specific and credible allega-
tions concerning President Clinton’s involve-
ment in the Madison Guaranty Savings and 
Loan Association of Little Rock, Arkansas. 
Three and half years later—and after what 
appears to be the most thorough criminal in-
vestigation of a sitting President, Mr. Starr 
was unable to find any criminal wrongdoing 
on the part of the President in what came to 
be known as ‘‘Whitewater.’’ A similar con-
clusion was reached by Mr. Starr with re-
spect to additional investigations assigned 
to Mr. Starr along the way—namely, allega-
tions with respect to the White House use of 
FBI files and the discharge of White House 
employees from the White House Travel Of-
fice. 

A year ago Mr. Starr’s investigation was 
coming to an end. That’s when Linda Tripp 
walked through Mr. Starr’s door with prom-
ises of taped phone conversations between 
Ms. Tripp and Monica Lewinsky about Ms. 
Lewinsky’s sexual relationship with Presi-
dent Clinton. And what was the alleged 
crime? That President Clinton and Ms. 
Lewinsky were about to lie about their rela-
tionship—if they were asked about it by the 
attorneys for Paula Jones in her sexual har-
assment case against President Clinton. Mr. 
Starr had to know that the relationship be-
tween President Clinton and Monica 
Lewinsky had been a consensual one. Mr. 
Starr had to know that, because Ms. Tripp 
was informed by Ms. Lewinsky of every as-
pect of her relationship with President Clin-
ton. And at this point—January 12, 1998—nei-
ther Monica Lewinsky nor President Clinton 
had been deposed. 

I am convinced that no ordinary federal 
prosecutor, if confronted with the same situ-
ation involving a private citizen, would have 
pursued this case. But Mr. Starr was no ordi-
nary federal prosecutor. Without jurisdiction 
with respect to these matters, he imme-
diately gave Ms. Tripp immunity in ex-
change for access to her tapes, and he wired 
her to tape a private luncheon conversation 
with Ms. Lewinsky. Shortly after Mr. Starr 
wired Ms. Tripp, he confronted Ms. Lewinsky 
and, according to her, threatened her with 27 
years in prison and the prosecution of her 

mother in order to get her cooperation and 
to tape Betty Currie, the President, and/or 
Vernon Jordan. Mr. Starr brought his enor-
mous criminal investigative resources to 
bear on testimony yet to be given in a civil 
lawsuit involving a consensual, sexual rela-
tionship. 

At the time Ms. Lewinsky was threatened 
by Mr. Starr, her affidavit in the Jones case 
had not been filed. She was still in a position 
to retrieve it or amend it. Also, President 
Clinton had not been deposed. He had not 
given his testimony in the Paula Jones suit. 
In effect, Mr. Starr and his agents lay in 
wait—waiting for the President to be sur-
prised at the Jones deposition with informa-
tion about Monica Lewinsky. And how did 
that information about Monica Lewinsky get 
in the hands of the Jones attorneys? Ms. 
Tripp gave them the information. And she 
was able to do that even though she was 
under an immunity arrangement with Mr. 
Starr, because—as Mr. Starr acknowledged 
to the House Judiciary Committee under 
questioning—Mr. Starr’s agents never di-
rected Ms. Tripp to keep her information 
confidential, even though Mr. Starr had a 
major concern that the Lewinsky matter 
would leak to the press. Mr. Starr’s agents 
did not tell Ms. Tripp not to talk to the 
Jones attorneys or anyone else in order to 
ensure that the story would not leak to the 
press. 

So the enormous criminal investigative re-
sources of the federal government were 
brought to bear on the President of the 
United States to catch him by surprise in a 
future deposition in a civil proceeding on a 
matter peripheral to the lawsuit, prior to 
any of the suspected unlawful conduct. 

Once the President testified in that civil 
suit, Mr. Starr convened a grand jury to in-
vestigate the truthfulness of Mr. Clinton’s 
testimony. Again, using the virtually unlim-
ited resources of the federal government 
with respect to a criminal investigation, Mr. 
Starr called countless witnesses before the 
grand jury—recalling numerous witnesses 
multiple times. Betty Currie testified on 5 
different occasions; so did Vernon Jordan. 
Monica Lewinsky testified 3 times and was 
interviewed over 20 separate times. I don’t 
believe any regular prosecutor would have 
invested the time and money and resources 
in the kind of investigation that Kenneth 
Starr did. 

At the end, Mr. Starr wrote a report argu-
ing for impeachment to the House of Rep-
resentatives. He didn’t just impartially for-
ward evidence he thought may demonstrate 
possible impeachable offenses. 

The Starr report spared nothing. Lacking 
good judgment and balance, the Starr report 
contained a large amount of salacious detail, 
and skipped over or dismissed important ex-
culpatory evidence, such as Monica 
Lewinsky’s statement that no one asked her 
to lie and no one promised her a job for her 
silence. Mr. Starr violated the standards 
enunciated by Judge Sirica when he ad-
dressed the status of the grand jury report in 
the Watergate matter. In that case, Judge 
Sirica wrote in granting Leon Jaworski, the 
Watergate prosecutor, the right to forward 
grand jury information to the House of Rep-
resentatives: 

‘‘It draws no accusatory conclusions. . . It 
contains no recommendations, advice or 
statements that infringe on the prerogatives 
of other branches of government. . . It ren-
ders no moral or social judgments. The Re-
port is a simple and straightforward com-
pilation of information gathered by the 
Grand Jury, and no more. . . The Grand Jury 
has obviously taken care to assure that its 
Report contains no objectionable features, 
and has throughout acted in the interests of 

fairness. The Grand Jury having thus re-
spected its own limitations and the rights of 
others, the Court ought to respect the Jury’s 
exercise of its prerogatives.’’ (In re Report 
and Recommendation of June 5, 1972, Grand 
Jury Concerning Transmission of Evidence to 
the House of Representatives, U.S. District 
Court, District of Columbia, March 18, 1974.) 

What a far cry the Watergate grand jury 
report was from Mr. Starr’s. The Starr Re-
port violates almost every one of the stand-
ards laid out by Judge Sirica in the Water-
gate case. 

The House of Representatives the Judici-
ary Committee then almost immediately re-
leased the Starr report and the thousands of 
pages of evidence to the public. 

Because of that release—enormous damage 
had been done to the public’s sense of deco-
rum and to appropriate limits between pub-
lic and private life. 

f 

DEPOSITION OF VERNON JORDAN 
IN THE SENATE IMPEACHMENT 
TRIAL 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I regret 
to have to return to an unfinished as-
pect of the Senate impeachment trial 
of President Clinton. 

On February 2, I attended the deposi-
tion of Vernon Jordan as one of the 
Senators designated to serve as pre-
siding officers. On February 4, the Sen-
ate approved the House Managers’ mo-
tion to include a portion of that deposi-
tion in the trial record. Unfortunately, 
the House Managers moved to include 
only a portion of the videotaped deposi-
tion in the trial record and left the rest 
hidden from the public and subject to 
the confidentiality rules that governed 
those proceedings. 

On Saturday, February 6, at the con-
clusion of his presentation, Mr. Kendall 
asked for permission to display the last 
segment of the videotaped deposition 
of Vernon Jordan, in which, as Mr. 
Kendall described it ‘‘Mr. Jordan made 
a statement defending his own integ-
rity.’’ The House Managers objected to 
the playing of the approximately 2- 
minute segment of the deposition that 
represented Mr. Jordan’s ‘‘own state-
ment about his integrity.’’ 

I then rose to request unanimous 
consent from the Senate that the seg-
ment of the videotaped deposition be 
allowed to be shown on the Senate 
floor to the Senate and the American 
people. There was objection from the 
Republican side. 

I noted my disappointment at the 
time and in my February 12 remarks 
about the depositions. After the con-
clusion of the voting on the Articles of 
Impeachment and before the adjourn-
ment of the court of impeachment, 
unanimous consent was finally granted 
to include the ‘‘full written tran-
scripts’’ of the depositions in the public 
record of the trial. As far as I can tell, 
however, the statement of integrity by 
Mr. Jordan has yet to be published in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

I regret that the Senate chose to pro-
hibit the viewing of the videotape of 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1800 February 23, 1999 
this powerful personal statement dur-
ing the trial. I regret that it continues 
to be restricted from public viewing. 

In order to be sure that the tran-
script that is being made a part of the 
public trial record is readily available 
to the public, I ask unanimous consent 
that the following portion of the writ-
ten transcript of the deposition of 
Vernon Jordan, that containing his 
statement of integrity heretofore sup-
pressed, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

The WITNESS. Mr. Chairman, may I be just 
permitted a moment of personal privilege? I 
don’t know about the rules here, but uh, I’d 
like to say something if you would permit. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman—— 
Senator THOMPSON. Well, Mr. Jordan, quite 

frankly, it depends on what the subject mat-
ter is and what you’d like—— 

The WITNESS. Well, it won’t be a declara-
tion of war. [Laughter.] 

Senator THOMPSON. Counsel, did you 
have—— 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I would reserve the objec-
tion. I think that’s permissible under the 
rules. So I would state my objection, let him 
answer it, and if—we can debate that if it be-
comes an issue in the Senate. I’d like to re-
serve the objection. 

Senator THOMPSON. All right. 
The WITNESS. It’s just something I want 

you, Mr. Hutchinson, and the House Man-
agers to understand about Vernon Jordan. 
And that is, you know, it’s a very long way 
from the first public housing project in this 
country for black people, where I grew up. 
It’s a long way from there to a corner office 
at Akin Gump. It’s a long way from Univer-
sity Homes to the corporate board rooms of 
America. It’s a long way from University 
Homes to the Oval Office. And I have made 
that journey understanding one thing, and 
that is that the only thing I have in this 
world that belongs to me is fee simple abso-
lute, completely and totally, is my integrity. 

My corner office at Akin Gump is at best 
tenuous. My house, my home, is at best ten-
uous. My bank account, my stocks and my 
bonds, they are ultimately of no moment. 

But what matters most to me, and what 
was taught to me by my mother, is that the 
only thing that I own totally and completely 
is my integrity. And my integrity has been 
on trial here, and I want to tell you that 
nothing is more important to me than that. 

The Presdient is my friend. He was before 
this happened, he is now, and he will be when 
this is over. But he is not a friend in that I 
have no friends for whom I would sacrifice 
my integrity. And I want you to understand 
that. 

Senator THOMPSON. Thank you, Mr. Jor-
dan. 

If there is no further question, then this 
deposition is completed, and we stand ad-
journed. 

The WITNESS. Thank you. 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages from the President of the 

United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session the Presiding 

Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

REPORT CONCERNING A WESTERN 
HEMISPHERE DRUG ALLIANCE— 
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI-
DENT—PM 9 

The Presiding Officer laid before the 
Senate the following message from the 
President of the United States, to-
gether with an accompanying report; 
which was referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

To the Congress of the United States: 
I am pleased to provide the attached 

report on a Western Hemisphere Drug 
Alliance in accordance with the provi-
sions of section 2807 of the ‘‘Foreign Af-
fairs Reform and Restructuring Act of 
1998.’’ This report underscores the Ad-
ministration’s commitment to enhanc-
ing multilateral counternarcotics co-
operation in the region. 

Strengthening international nar-
cotics control is one of my Administra-
tion’s top foreign policy priorities. Be-
cause of the transnational nature of 
the Western Hemisphere drug traf-
ficking threat, we have made enhanced 
multilateral cooperation a central fea-
ture of our regional drug control strat-
egy. Our counternarcotics diplomacy, 
foreign assistance, and operations have 
focused increasingly on making this 
objective a reality. 

We are succeeding. Thanks to U.S. 
leadership in the Summit of the Amer-
icas, the Organization of American 
States, and other regional fora, the 
countries of the Western Hemisphere 
are taking the drug threat more seri-
ously and responding more aggres-
sively. South American cocaine organi-
zations that were once regarded as 
among the largest and most violent 
crime syndicates in the world have 
been dismantled, and the level of coca 
cultivation is now plummeting as fast 
as it was once sky-rocketing. We are 
also currently working through the Or-
ganization of American States to cre-
ate a counternarcotics multilateral 
evaluation mechanism in the hemi-
sphere. These examples reflect funda-
mental narcotics control progress that 
was nearly unimaginable a few years 
ago. 

While much remains to be done, I am 
confident that the Administration and 
the Congress, working together, can 
bolster cooperation in the hemisphere, 
accelerate this progress, and signifi-
cantly diminish the drug threat to the 
American people. I look forward to 
your continued support and coopera-
tion in this critical area. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, February 23, 1999. 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 

At 11:24 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 

following bill, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 350. An act to improve congressional 
deliberation on proposed Federal private sec-
tor mandates, and for other purposes. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated: 

EC–1864. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the Secretary’s report on the retention 
of members of the Armed Forces; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–1865. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Defense Procurement, Office of the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition 
and Technology, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Defense 
Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement; 
Independent Research and Development and 
Bid and Proposal Costs for Fiscal Year 1996 
and Beyond’’ (Case 95–D040) received on Feb-
ruary 16, 1999; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

EC–1866. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Defense Procurement, Office of the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition 
and Technology, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Defense 
Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement; 
Deviations from Cost Accounting Standards 
Administration Requirements’’ (Case 97– 
D016) received on February 16, 1999; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–1867. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Defense Procurement, Office of the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition 
and Technology, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Defense 
Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement; 
Television-Audio Support Activity’’ (Case 
98–D008) received on February 16, 1999; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–1868. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Defense Procurement, Office of the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition 
and Technology, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Defense 
Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement; 
Specifications and Standards Requisition’’ 
(Case 98–D022) received on February 16, 1999; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–1869. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Defense Procurement, Office of the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition 
and Technology, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Defense 
Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement; 
Flexible Progress Payments’’ (Case 98–D400) 
received on February 16, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

EC–1870. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Defense Procurement, Office of the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition 
and Technology, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Defense 
Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement; 
People’s Republic of China’’ (Case 98–D305) 
received on February 16, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

EC–1871. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Defense Procurement, Office of the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition 
and Technology, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Defense 
Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement; 
Singapore Accession to Government Pro-
curement Agreement’’ (Case 98–D029) re-
ceived on February 16, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 23:02 Nov 14, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00058 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S23FE9.REC S23FE9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1801 February 23, 1999 
EC–1872. A communication from the Alter-

nate OSD Federal Register Liaison Officer, 
Department of Defense, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Ci-
vilian Health and Medical Program of the 
Uniformed Services (CHAMPUS); Individual 
Case Management’’ (RIN0720–AA30) received 
on February 16, 1999; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC–1873. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Force Pol-
icy and Management, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the Department’s Defense Education 
Activity (DoDEA) Accountability Report and 
Accountability Profiles for the Department 
of Defense Dependants Schools for School 
Year 1997–1998; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

EC–1874. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulatory Management 
and Information, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Pro-
mulgation of Air Quality Implementation 
Plans; State of Delaware—Transportation 
Conformity Regulation’’ (FRL6303–4) re-
ceived on February 16, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC–1875. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulatory Management 
and Information, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘National Emission 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants; 
Emissions: Group I Polymers and Resins and 
Group IV Polymers and Resins and Stand-
ards of Performance for Volatile Organic 
Compound (VOC) Emissions from the Poly-
mer Manufacturing Industry’’ (FRL6301–6) 
received on February 11, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC–1876. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulatory Management 
and Information, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Wyoming: Final 
Authorization of State Hazardous Waste 
Management Program Revision’’ (FRL6302–1) 
received on February 11, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC–1877. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulatory Management 
and Information, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Pro-
mulgation of Implementation Plans; Michi-
gan: Correction’’ (FRL6302–3) received on 
February 11, 1999; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works. 

EC–1878. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Magnetic Levitation 
Transportation Technology Deployment Pro-
gram’’ (RIN2130–AB29) received on February 
11, 1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–1879. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Fees for Services 
Performed in Connection With Motor Carrier 
Registration and Insurance’’ (RIN2125–AE24) 
received on February 11, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–1880. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Safety Zone; Santa 
Barbara Channel, CA’’ (COTP Los Angeles- 
Long Beach, CA; 98–012) received on Feb-
ruary 11, 1999; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–1881. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Drawbridge Oper-

ation Regulation; Chef Menteur Pass, LA’’ 
(Docket 8–96–053) received on February 11, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–1882. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Safety Zone: 
Shlofmitz BatMitzvah Fireworks, Hudson 
River, Manhattan, New York’’ (Docket 01–99– 
001) received on February 11, 1999; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–1883. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Drawbridge Oper-
ation Regulation; Back Bay of Biloxi, MS’’ 
(Docket 8–96–049) received on February 11, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–1884. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Direc-
tives; Boeing Model 747 Series Airplanes’’ 
(Docket 98–NM–144–AD) received on February 
11, 1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–1885. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class 
D Airspace; Hunter Army Airfield’’ (Docket 
99–ASO–2) received on February 11, 1999; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–1886. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Policy and Proce-
dures Concerning the Use of Airport Rev-
enue’’ (Docket 28472) received on February 
11, 1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–1887. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Vehicle Certification; 
Contents of Certification Labels for Multi-
purpose Passenger Vehicles and Light Duty 
Trucks’’ (RIN2127–AG65) received on Feb-
ruary 8, 1999; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–1888. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Direc-
tives; Textron Lycoming Model O–540–F1B5 
Reciprocating Engines’’ (Docket 98–ANE–73– 
AD) received on February 8, 1999; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–1889. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Direc-
tives; Bombardier Model DHC–7 Series Air-
planes’’ (Docket 98–NM–295–AD) received on 
February 8, 1999; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–1890. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Direc-
tives; Short Brothers Model SD3–60 SHERPA 
Series Airplanes’’ (Docket 98–NM–289–AD) re-
ceived on February 8, 1999; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–1891. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Direc-
tives; Raytheon Aircraft Company Beech 
Model 60 Airplanes’’ (Docket 98–CE–126–AD) 
received on February 8, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–1892. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Direc-
tives; Boeing Model 737–600, –700, –700IGW, 
and –800 Series Airplanes’’ (Docket 98–NM– 
362–AD) received on February 8, 1999; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–1893. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Direc-
tives; Allison Engine Company, Inc. 
AE2100A, AE2100C, and AE2100D3 Series Tur-
boprop Engines’’ (Docket 98–ANE–83–AD) re-
ceived on February 8, 1999; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–1894. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument 
Approach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend-
ments’’ (Docket 29454) received on February 
8, 1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–1895. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument 
Approach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend-
ments’’ (Docket 29455) received on February 
8, 1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–1896. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment to Class 
E Airspace; Linden, NJ’’ (Docket 98–ANE–46) 
received on February 8, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–1897. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of 
Class E Airspace; Oroville, CA’’ (Docket 98– 
AWP–10) received on February 8, 1999; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–1898. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of 
Class E Airspace; Metropolitan Oakland 
International Airport, California; Correc-
tion’’ (Docket 98–AWP–22) received on Feb-
ruary 8, 1999; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–1899. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Revision of Class D 
Airspace; Anchorage, Elmendorf Air Force 
Base (AFB) Airport, AK; Establishment of 
Class E Airspace; Anchorage, Elmendorf AFB 
Airport, AK’’ (Docket 98–AAL–23) received on 
February 8, 1999; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted. 

By Mr. BOND, from the Committee on 
Small Business, without amendment: 

S. 314. A bill to provide for a loan guar-
antee program to address the Year 2000 com-
puter problems of small business concerns, 
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 106–5). 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
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and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. THOMPSON (for himself, Mr. 
FRIST, Mr. DEWINE, Mr. VOINOVICH, 
and Mr. SMITH of Oregon): 

S. 440. A bill to provide support for certain 
institutes and schools; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. SARBANES (for himself and 
Ms. MIKULSKI): 

S. 441. A bill to amend the National Trails 
System Act to designate the route of the 
War of 1812 British invasion of Maryland and 
Washington, District of Columbia, and the 
route of the American defense, for study for 
potential addition to the national trails sys-
tem; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources. 

By Mr. KERREY: 

S. 442. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
Transportation to issue a certificate of docu-
mentation with appropriate endorsement for 
employment in the coastwise trade for the 
vessel LOOKING GLASS; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself, 
Mr. SCHUMER, and Mr. DURBIN): 

S. 443. A bill to regulate the sale of fire-
arms at gun shows; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself and Mr. 
BURNS): 

S. 444. A bill to deem the application sub-
mitted by the Dodson Public Schools Dis-
trict for Impact Aid payments for fiscal year 
1998 as timely submitted; to the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. JEFFORDS (for himself, Mr. 
SPECTER, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. MUR-
KOWSKI, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. CRAIG, 
Mr. HUTCHINSON, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. AKAKA, 
Mr. WELLSTONE, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. 
HOLLINGS, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. CLELAND, 
Ms. LANDRIEU, and Mr. JOHNSON): 

S. 445. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to require the Secretary 
of Veterans Affairs and the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services to carry out a 
demonstration project to provide the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs with medicare re-
imbursement for medicare healthcare serv-
ices provided to certain medicare-eligible 
veterans; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself, Mr. 
KERRY, and Mr. TORRICELLI): 

S. 446. A bill to provide for the permanent 
protection of the resources of the United 
States in the year 2000 and beyond; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

By Mr. BURNS: 

S. 447. A bill to deem as timely filed, and 
process for payment, the applications sub-
mitted by the Dodson School Districts for 
certain Impact Aid payments for fiscal year 
1999; to the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire: 

S.J. Res. 11. A joint resolution prohibiting 
the use of funds for military operations in 
the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia 
and Montenegro) unless Congress enacts spe-
cific authorization in law for the conduct of 
those operations; read the first time. 

By Mr. SPECTER: 

S.J. Res. 12. A joint resolution authorizing 
the conduct of air operations and missile 
strikes as part of a larger NATO operation 
against the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia 
(Serbia and Montenegro); to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mrs. HUTCHISON (for herself and 
Ms. MIKULSKI): 

S. Res. 48. A resolution designating the 
week beginning March 7, 1999, as ‘‘National 
Girl Scout Week’’; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. THOMPSON (for himself, 
Mr. FRIST, Mr. DEWINE, Mr. 
VOINOVICH, and Mr. SMITH of Or-
egon): 

S. 440. A bill to provide support for 
certain institutes and schools; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

LEGISLATION TO PROVIDE SUPPORT FOR 
CERTAIN INSTITUTES AND SCHOOLS 

∑ Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. President, 
today Senator FRIST and I are intro-
ducing a bill to establish the Howard 
Baker School of Government on the 
campus of the University of Tennessee, 
Knoxville. 

The University of Tennessee has a 
long and proud tradition of providing 
the highest quality education to stu-
dents from Tennessee and around the 
world. The Howard Baker School of 
Government would be but the latest in-
stallment in this institution’s ongoing 
commitment to preparing its student 
body by giving them the tools and 
knowledge necessary to succeed in the 
pursuit of their dreams. 

With this said, I can think of no 
greater tribute to our friend and col-
league, the former Majority Leader of 
this body, Senator Howard Baker, than 
to further his legacy of promoting the 
best in our political system by estab-
lishing this School in his honor. 

In many ways, Senator Baker’s en-
tire life has been a lesson in public 
service. Those of us from his home 
state of Tennessee have matured in his 
shadow and have been inspired by his 
vision. His positive influence has not, 
however, been limited by Tennessee’s 
borders. Senator Baker is one of those 
rare individuals whose leadership has 
lifted the entire nation. Creating this 
School of Government in his name 
would not only be a tribute to a man 
but a logical extension of that man’s 
continuing lifework. 

In 1966, Senator Baker became the 
first Republican popularly elected to 
the United States Senate in Ten-
nessee’s history. This was not because 
of a great rise in Tennessee’s Repub-
lican population, but rather was an in-
dication of Senator Baker’s unique 
ability to reach out to people of dif-
ferent backgrounds with diverging 
views and spark in them that all-en-
compassing common vision—that we 
live together in a great nation that has 
an even greater future. 

Senator Baker served in this body 
from 1967 until January 1985, as Minor-

ity Leader from 1977 until 1981, and 
then as Majority Leader until his re-
tirement. After leaving the Senate, 
Senator Baker served admirably as 
Chief of Staff to President Ronald 
Reagan and he continues to this day to 
provide us with a keen insight into the 
principles of true leadership. 

Throughout each phase of Senator 
Baker’s life he has clearly dem-
onstrated that statesmanship is not 
something relegated to our history 
books. It is alive and well. His con-
tinuing example is a call to each of us 
that we can and should rise to the chal-
lenge of citizenship in a way that 
brings us together as a nation and fur-
ther strengthens this great experiment 
called the United States. 

I can think of no better union than 
the ideals and example of Senator How-
ard Baker with the dedication to high-
er education of the University of Ten-
nessee. The Howard Baker School of 
Government will be an institution each 
of us can be proud to have supported 
and one that will further the principles 
of good government to which each of us 
is committed.∑ 

∑ Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation to estab-
lish the Howard Baker School of Gov-
ernment at the University of Ten-
nessee, Knoxville. I am proud to intro-
duce this legislation with my col-
league, Senator THOMPSON. Although 
the Senate passed this legislation last 
year, unfortunately it was not signed 
into law before the completion of the 
105th Congress. 

The bill we are introducing today 
would create a new academic program 
at the University of Tennessee, and au-
thorize the appropriation of $10 million 
to establish the school and its endow-
ment fund to provide long-term fund-
ing for personnel and operations. I am 
pleased that this school is to be named 
in honor of Senator Howard Baker, who 
is a University of Tennessee alumnus. 
Senator Baker has enjoyed a distin-
guished career in public service. He 
served in the U.S. Senate for 18 years, 
held the positions of Minority and Ma-
jority Leader, was a presidential can-
didate, and has served as White House 
Chief of Staff to President Reagan. 
Senator Baker has been a long sup-
porter of the University of Tennessee, 
working diligently to raise funds for 
various fellowships and scholarships. 
He has served his State and country 
with pride and integrity, and it is 
therefore fitting that we establish a 
School of Government in his name. 

The Howard Baker School of Govern-
ment would comprise the existing po-
litical science, public administration, 
regional planning, and social science 
research programs, house manuscript 
collections from important public fig-
ures such as Tennessee’s three presi-
dents and leading twentieth-century 
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political figures, and institute a lec-
ture series on public issues. In addi-
tion, the school will establish a profes-
sorship to improve the teaching, re-
search, and understanding of demo-
cratic institutions, establish a fellow-
ship program for students interested in 
pursuing a career in public affairs, and 
support the professional development 
of elected officials at all government 
levels. The School of Government will 
be housed in the renovated former Hos-
kins Library, and will be dedicated to 
advancing the principles of democratic 
citizenship, civic duty, and public re-
sponsibility through the education and 
training of informed citizenry and pub-
lic officials. 

Again, I am proud to introduce this 
legislation which I believe will bring 
greater prominance to the University 
of Tennessee, Knoxville, while simulta-
neously honoring one of our State’s 
most distinguished public servants.∑ 

∑ Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of important legisla-
tion that would create an endowment 
for a public-policy institute in Colum-
bus. This institute will embody the 
spirit of our recently-retired U.S. Sen-
ator, the Honorable John Glenn. 

The bill would create an endowment 
fund for the John Glenn Institute for 
Public Service and Public Policy at the 
Ohio State University in Columbus, 
Ohio. The bill also creates endowment 
funds for the Mark O. Hatfield School 
of Government at Portland State Uni-
versity, the Paul Simon Public Policy 
Institute at Southern Illinois Univer-
sity, and the Howard Baker School of 
Government at the University of Ten-
nessee. 

Mr. President, I have long believed 
that the study of politics would benefit 
greatly if more statesmen were to con-
tribute their hands-on expertise. And 
not only that; it is the example of their 
supremely practical idealism that we 
really need if we are to understand and 
solve the problems confronting tomor-
row’s America. 

We in Ohio are proud to host the 
Glenn Institute, which will serve many 
purposes: (1) ‘‘To sponsor classes, in-
ternships, community service activi-
ties, and research projects to stimulate 
student participation in public service, 
in order to foster America’s next gen-
eration of leaders.’’ 

(2) ‘‘To conduct scholarly research in 
conjunction with public officials on 
significant issues facing society and to 
share the results of such research with 
decision-makers and legislators as the 
decision-makers and legislators ad-
dress such issues.’’ 

(3) ‘‘To offer opportunities to attend 
seminars on such topics as budgeting 
and finance, ethics, personnel manage-
ment, policy evaluations, and regu-
latory issues that are designed to as-
sist public officials in learning more 
about the political process and to ex-
pand the organizational skills and pol-
icy-making abilities of such officials.’’ 

(4) ‘‘To educate the general public by 
sponsoring national conferences, semi-

nars, publications, and forums on im-
portant public issues.’’ 

(5) ‘‘To provide access to Senator 
John Glenn’s extensive collection of 
papers, policy decisions, and memora-
bilia, enabling scholars at all levels to 
study the Senator’s work.’’ 

All of these, Mr. President, are valu-
able goals. I understand the center 
plans to address specifically the con-
sequences of media coverage on public 
service; analyze the effectiveness of 
civics education classes in our K–12 
schools; design training programs for 
public officials on issues such as policy 
evaluation, communications strategies 
and ethics; and create an under-
graduate major in public policy. 

Senator Glenn himself recently un-
derscored the mission of the Institute, 
saying, and I quote: ‘‘What we do today 
will determine what kind of country 
our kids will live in tomorrow. And 
that’s worth working for.’’ He also 
said, ‘‘You can go to the National Ar-
chives in Washington, D.C., and it’s al-
most a religious experience to look at 
the U.S. Constitution. But that piece of 
paper is not worth a thing without peo-
ple to make it real. I look at public 
service as being the personnel depart-
ment for the Constitution. People in 
public service are the ones who make it 
work.’’ 

Mr. President, I could not agree 
more, and that is why I’m backing this 
bill. The bill provides an authorization 
of $10 million for the Glenn Institute, 
and the Ohio State University must 
match that endowment with an 
amount equal to one third the endow-
ment. 

It’s a good investment in the future 
of our public life.∑ 

By Mr. SARBANES (for himself, 
and Ms. MIKULSKI): 

S. 441. A bill to amend the National 
Trails System Act to designate the 
route of the War of 1812 British inva-
sion of Maryland and Washington, Dis-
trict of Columbia, and the route of the 
American defense, for study for poten-
tial addition to the national trails sys-
tem; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

THE STAR-SPANGLED BANNER NATIONAL 
HISTORIC TRAIL STUDY ACT OF 1999 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing legislation, to-
gether with my colleague Senator MI-
KULSKI, which will help commemorate 
and preserve significant sites associ-
ated with America’s Second War of 
Independence, the War of 1812. My leg-
islation, entitled ‘‘The Star-Spangled 
Banner National Historic Trail Study 
Act of 1999,’’ directs the Secretary of 
the Interior to initiate a study to as-
sess the feasibility and desirability of 
designating the route of the British in-
vasion of Washington, D.C. and their 
subsequent defeat at Baltimore, Mary-
land, as a National Historic Trail. A 
similar companion bill is being spon-
sored by Congressmen BEN CARDIN and 
WAYNE GILCHREST in the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

Since the passage of the National 
Trail Systems Act of 1968, the National 
Park Service has recognized histori-
cally significant routes of exploration, 
migration and military action through 
its National Historic Trails Program. 
Routes such as the Juan Bautista de 
Anza, Lewis and Clark, Pony Express 
and Selma to Montgomery National 
Historic Trails cross our country and 
represent important episodes of our na-
tion’s history, episodes which were in-
fluential in shaping the very future of 
this country. It is my view that the in-
clusion of the Star-Spangled Banner 
Trail will give long overdue recogni-
tion to another of these important 
events. 

The War of 1812, and the Chesapeake 
Campaign in particular, mark a turn-
ing point in the development of the 
United States. Faced with the possi-
bility of losing the independence for 
which they struggled so valiantly, the 
citizens of this country were forced to 
assert themselves on an international 
level. 

From the period of the arrival of the 
British forces at Benedict, in Charles 
County, Maryland, on August 18, 1814, 
to the American victory at Fort 
McHenry in Baltimore, on September 
14, 1814, the war took a dramatic turn. 
The American forces, largely com-
prised of Maryland’s citizens, were able 
to slow the British advance through 
the state and successfully defended 
Baltimore, leading to the retreat of the 
British. 

The more than 30 sites along this 
trail mark some of the most histori-
cally important events of the War of 
1812. The Star-Spangled Banner Trail, 
commemorating the only combined 
naval and land attack on the United 
States, begins with the June, 1814 bat-
tles between the British Navy and the 
American Chesapeake Flotilla at St. 
Leonard’s Creek in Calvert County, 
Maryland. It continues to the site of 
the British landing at Benedict, Mary-
land the starting point of the British 
march to the nation’s capital, Wash-
ington, D.C. The trail follows the de-
feat of the Americans at the Battle of 
Bladensburg, the evacuation of the 
United States Government, the burn-
ing of the nation’s capital, including 
the White House and the Capitol Build-
ing, the battle at North Point and the 
bombardment of Fort McHenry, site of 
the composition of our National An-
them, the Star-Spangled Banner, and 
the ultimate defeat of the British. 

The route will also serve to bring 
awareness to several lesser known, but 
equally important sites of the war, in-
cluding St. Leonard’s Creek in Calvert 
County, where Commodore Joshua Bar-
ney’s Chesapeake Flotilla managed to 
successfully beat back two larger and 
more heavily armed British ships, the 
Upper Chesapeke Bay and related skir-
mishes there, Brookeville, Maryland, 
which served as the nation’s capital for 
one day, and Todd’s Inheritance, the 
signal station for the American defend-
ers at Fort McHenry. These sites, and 
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many like them, will only enrich the 
story told along the trail. Additionally, 
the attention given to these sites 
should prove beneficial in terms of ef-
forts to preserve and restore them. Mr. 
President, at this time I ask unani-
mous consent that a more detailed list 
of these sites, as well as a copy of this 
legislation and a letter of support from 
Governor Parris Glendening, be in-
cluded in the RECORD. 

Mr. President, the designation of the 
route of the British invasion of Wash-
ington and American defense of Balti-
more as a National Historic Trail will 
serve as a reminder of the importance 
of the concept of liberty to all who ex-
perience the Star-Spangled Banner 
Trail. It will also give long overdue 
recognition to those patriots whose de-
termination to stand firm against 
enemy invasion and bombardment pre-
served this liberty for future genera-
tions of Americans. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 441 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Star-Span-
gled Banner National Historic Trail Study 
Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that— 
(1) the British invasion of Maryland and 

Washington, District of Columbia, during the 
War of 1812 marks a defining period in the 
history of our Nation, the only occasion on 
which the United States of America has been 
invaded by a foreign power; 

(2) the Star-Spangled Banner National His-
toric Trail traces the route of the British 
naval attack on the Chesapeake Flotilla at 
St. Leonard’s Creek, the landing of the Brit-
ish forces at Benedict, Maryland, the Amer-
ican defeat at the Battle of Bladensburg, the 
siege of the Nation’s capital, Washington, 
District of Columbia (including the burning 
of the United States Capitol and the White 
House), the British expedition to and subse-
quent skirmishes within the upper Chesa-
peake Bay, the route of the American troops 
between Washington and Baltimore, the Bat-
tle of North Point, and the ultimate victory 
of the Americans at Fort McHenry, on Sep-
tember 14, 1814, where a distinguished Mary-
land lawyer and poet, Francis Scott Key, 
wrote the words that captured the essence of 
our national struggle for independence, 
words that now serve as our national an-
them, the Star-Spangled Banner; and 

(3) the designation of this route as a na-
tional historic trail— 

(A) would serve as a reminder of the impor-
tance of the concept of liberty to all who ex-
perience the Star-Spangled Banner National 
Historic Trail; and 

(B) would give long overdue recognition to 
the patriots whose determination to stand 
firm against enemy invasion and bombard-
ment preserved this liberty for future gen-
erations of Americans. 
SEC. 3. DESIGNATION OF TRAIL FOR STUDY. 

Section 5(c) of the National Trails System 
Act (16 U.S.C. 1244(c)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraph (36) (as 
added by section 3 of the El Camino Real 
Para Los Texas Study Act of 1993 (107 Stat. 
1497)) as paragraph (37); 

(2) by designating the paragraphs relating 
to the Old Spanish Trail and the Great West-

ern Scenic Trail as paragraphs (38) and (39), 
respectively; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(40) STAR-SPANGLED BANNER NATIONAL HIS-

TORIC TRAIL.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Star-Spangled Ban-

ner National Historic Trail, tracing the War 
of 1812 route of the British naval attack on 
the Chesapeake Flotilla at St. Leonard’s 
Creek, the landing of the British forces at 
Benedict, Maryland, the American defeat at 
the Battle of Bladensburg, the siege of the 
Nation’s capital, Washington, District of Co-
lumbia (including the burning of the United 
States Capitol and the White House), actions 
between the British and American forces in 
the upper Chesapeake Bay, the route of the 
American troops between Washington and 
Baltimore, the Battle of North Point, and 
the ultimate victory of the Americans at 
Fort McHenry, on September 14, 1814. 

‘‘(B) AFFECTED AREAS.—The trail crosses 
more than 6 Maryland counties, the city of 
Baltimore, and Washington, District of Co-
lumbia.’’. 

STAR-SPANGLED BANNER NATIONAL HISTORIC 
TRAIL 

The Proposed Star-Spangled Banner Na-
tional Historic Trail traces the route of the 
War of 1812 British Invasion of our Nation’s 
Capital and the American Defense of Balti-
more. 

Possible sites for inclusion along the pro-
posed Star-Spangled Banner National His-
toric Trail: 

CALVERT COUNTY 
St. Leonard’s Creek—Battles of St. 

Leonard’s Creek. 
Lower Marlboro Fishing Pier—Site of Brit-

ish war graves; British Generals Conference. 
Prince Frederick—British destruction of 

County Seat. 
CHARLES COUNTY 

Benedict—Site of the British Landing. 
Oldfields Chapel—Burial site of British sol-

diers. 
Mattingly Memorial Park—Site of U.S. 

Navy delay of British retreat from Wash-
ington, D.C. 

PRINCE GEORGE’S COUNTY 
Bladensburg—Site of the Battle of 

Bladensburg. 
Ft. Washington—Formerly Fort 

Washburton. 
Belair Mansion, Bostwick House, 

Riversdale, Mount Welby—Historic Homes 
occupied in 1814. 

Pig’s Point—Scuttling of Chesapeake Flo-
tilla by Commodore Barney to prevent Brit-
ish advance. 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 
White House, Capitol, Treasury Depart-

ment, Sewell-Belmont House—Burned by the 
British. 

The Octagon—Madison’s residence after in-
vasion. 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY 
Brookeville—U.S. Capital for one day. 
Rockville—Site of British Encampments. 

HOWARD COUNTY 
Ellicott City—American march to Balti-

more. 
Savage—Home of Commodore Barney. 

BALTIMORE COUNTY 
North Point—Battle of North Point. 
Todd’s Inheritance—American Signal Sta-

tion. 
Methodist Meeting House—American 

Camp. 
North Point Road—Route of British March. 

BALTIMORE CITY 
Ft. McHenry—Site of the American Vic-

tory. 

Star-Spangled Banner Flag House & War of 
1812 Museum—Birthplace Star-Spangled 
Banner. 

Federal Hill—Site where citizens viewed 
battle. 

KENT COUNTY 
Caulk’s Field—Site of the Battle of Caulk’s 

Field. 
Cedar Point—Site of log boom which pre-

vented British advancement. 

STATE OF MARYLAND, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 

Annapolis, MD, February 18, 1999. 
The Hon. PAUL SARBANES, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR SARBANES: Thank you for 

your letter of support to the American Bat-
tlefield Protection Program regarding the 
grant application submitted by the Maryland 
Tourism Development Board. While reading 
your letter, I was reminded of how far we can 
go as a State if we combine our efforts and 
work together to achieve our goals. 

Additionally, I am aware of and very inter-
ested in the National Historic Trail legisla-
tion you are re-introducing to Congress this 
session. The designation of a multi-jurisdic-
tional National Historic Trail would have 
significant impact on Maryland’s War of 1812 
Heritage Tourism Initiative. My staff and I 
are ready to assist in the designation process 
in anyway you deem necessary. 

As always, it was a pleasure to hear from 
you, I look forward to seeing you soon. 

Sincerely, 
PARRIS N. GLENDENING, 

Governor. 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for him-
self, Mr. SCHUMER, and Mr. 
DURBIN): 

S. 443. A bill to regulate the sale of 
firearms at gun shows; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

THE GUN SHOW ACCOUNTABILITY ACT 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 

rise to introduce legislation which will 
close the loophole in our gun laws 
which allows criminals to buy and sell 
firearms at gun shows. 

Last year, there were more than 4,400 
gun shows across America. While most 
of the citizens who participate in these 
gun shows are law-abiding, there is 
mounting evidence that criminals are 
using these events for more sinister 
purposes. 

The problem is that current law al-
lows unlicensed dealers to sell count-
less firearms without any background 
checks on the buyer or documentation 
of the sales. Criminals are aware of 
this loophole and exploit it. A study by 
the Illinois State Police showed at 
least 25 percent of illegally trafficked 
weapons came from gun shows. Militia 
members including Timothy McVeigh 
and Michael Fortier used gun shows to 
easily sell previously stolen guns and 
obtain a ready supply of firearms in 
undocumented transactions. 

Additionally, the gun show loophole 
is unfair to law-abiding Federal Fire-
arms Licensees. When they participate 
in a gun show, they must comply with 
all background checks and record- 
keeping, while an unlicensed dealer at 
the next table can make unlimited 
sales to any person without the same 
requirements. The ease of these sales 
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drains significant business from law- 
abiding gun store owners and other li-
censees, and penalizes them for fol-
lowing the law. Recognizing this prob-
lem, the National Alliance of Stocking 
Gun Dealers recently endorsed tighter 
regulations of gun shows: ‘‘[W]e want 
to make it clear that persons attending 
Gun Shows to skirt laws and acquire 
guns for criminal use are unwelcome 
patrons of these events and diminish 
their purpose and quality.’’ 

During the 105th Congress, I intro-
duced the Gun Show Sunshine Act in 
an effort to address this issue. Subse-
quently, President Clinton directed the 
Attorney General to study gun show 
firearm transactions and make rec-
ommendations to crack down on illegal 
sales. 

The Administration’s recently re-
leased report confirmed what other law 
enforcement officials have been saying: 
gun shows are becoming illegal arms 
bazaars, where criminals buy and sell 
deadly weapons with impunity. The re-
port looked at 314 recent Alcohol, To-
bacco, and Firearms (ATF) investiga-
tions involving 54,000 firearms linked 
to gun shows. Nearly half of the inves-
tigations involved felons buying or 
selling firearms, and in more than one- 
third of the cases, the firearms in ques-
tion were known to have been used in 
subsequent crimes. 

Today, I am introducing legislation 
that proposes a simple approach to the 
gun show loophole—no background 
check, no gun, no exceptions. This 
measure incorporates the recommenda-
tions made by the Department of Jus-
tice and the Treasury Department and 
I appreciate the Administration’s sup-
port. 

This bill would take several steps de-
signed to make it harder for criminals 
to buy and sell weapons at gun shows. 
It would require gun show promoters to 
register and notify ATF of all gun 
shows, maintain and report a list of 
vendors at the show, and ensure that 
all vendors acknowledge receipt of in-
formation about their legal obliga-
tions. Also, it would require that any 
firearms sales go through a Federal 
Firearms Licensee (FFL). The idea is 
that if an unlicensed person was selling 
a weapon, they would use a FFL at the 
gun show to complete the transaction. 
The FFL would be responsible for con-
ducting a Brady check on the pur-
chaser and maintaining records of the 
transactions. The FFL could charge a 
fee for the service. 

In order to make it easier for law en-
forcement to bring criminals to jus-
tice, the bill would also require FFLs 
to submit information necessary to 
trace all firearms transferred at gun 
shows to ATF’s National Tracing Cen-
ter, including the manufacturer/im-
proper, model, and serial number of the 
firearms. 

These reasonable requirements will 
make our streets safer by making it 
harder for criminals to get guns. At the 
same time, these regulations will not 
unduly burden those law-abiding Amer-
icans who enjoy gun shows. 

I urge my colleagues to join with me 
in this effort to close the gun show 
loophole. We must do more to prevent 
the easy access to firearms which fuels 
the gun violence across the country. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of the legislation be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 443 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Gun Show 
Accountability Act’’. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that— 
(1) more than 4,400 traditional gun shows 

are held annually across the United States, 
attracting thousands of attendees per show 
and hundreds of Federal firearms licensees 
and nonlicensed firearms sellers; 

(2) traditional gun shows, as well as flea 
markets and other organized events, at 
which a large number of firearms are offered 
for sale by Federal firearms licensees and 
nonlicensed firearms sellers, form a signifi-
cant part of the national firearms market; 

(3) firearms and ammunition that are ex-
hibited or offered for sale or exchange at gun 
shows, flea markets, and other organized 
events move easily in and substantially af-
fect interstate commerce; 

(4) in fact, even before a firearm is exhib-
ited or offered for sale or exchange at a gun 
show, flea market, or other organized event, 
the gun, its component parts, ammunition, 
and the raw materials from which it is man-
ufactured have moved in interstate com-
merce; 

(5) gun shows, flea markets, and other or-
ganized events at which firearms are exhib-
ited or offered for sale or exchange, provide 
a convenient and centralized commercial lo-
cation at which firearms may be bought and 
sold anonymously, often without background 
checks and without records that enable gun 
tracing; 

(6) at gun shows, flea markets, and other 
organized events at which guns are exhibited 
or offered for sale or exchange, criminals and 
other prohibited persons obtain guns without 
background checks and frequently use guns 
that cannot be traced to later commit 
crimes; 

(7) many persons who buy and sell firearms 
at gun shows, flea markets, and other orga-
nized events cross State lines to attend these 
events and engage in the interstate transpor-
tation of firearms obtained at these events; 

(8) gun violence is a pervasive, national 
problem that is exacerbated by the avail-
ability of guns at gun shows, flea markets, 
and other organized events; 

(9) firearms associated with gun shows 
have been transferred illegally to residents 
of another State by Federal firearms licens-
ees and nonlicensed firearms sellers, and 
have been involved in subsequent crimes in-
cluding drug offenses, crimes of violence, 
property crimes, and illegal possession of 
firearms by felons and other prohibited per-
sons; and 

(10) Congress has the power, under the 
interstate commerce clause and other provi-
sions of the Constitution of the United 
States, to ensure, by enactment of this Act, 
that criminals and other prohibited persons 
do not obtain firearms at gun shows, flea 
markets, and other organized events. 

SEC. 3. EXTENSION OF BRADY BACKGROUND 
CHECKS TO GUN SHOWS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—Section 921(a) of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(35) GUN SHOW.—The term ‘gun show’ 
means any event— 

‘‘(A) at which 50 or more firearms are of-
fered or exhibited for sale, transfer, or ex-
change, if 1 or more of the firearms has been 
shipped or transported in, or otherwise af-
fects, interstate or foreign commerce; and 

‘‘(B) at which 2 or more persons are offer-
ing or exhibiting 1 or more firearms for sale, 
transfer, or exchange. 

‘‘(36) GUN SHOW PROMOTER.—The term ‘gun 
show promoter’ means any person who orga-
nizes, plans, promotes, or operates a gun 
show. 

‘‘(37) GUN SHOW VENDOR.—The term ‘gun 
show vendor’ means any person who exhibits, 
sells, offers for sale, transfers, or exchanges 
1 or more firearms at a gun show, regardless 
of whether or not the person arranges with 
the gun show promoter for a fixed location 
from which to exhibit, sell, offer for sale, 
transfer, or exchange 1 or more firearms.’’ 

(b) REGULATION OF FIREARMS TRANSFERS AT 
GUN SHOWS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 44 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 
‘‘§ 931. Regulation of firearms transfers at 

gun shows 
‘‘(a) REGISTRATION OF GUN SHOW PRO-

MOTERS.—It shall be unlawful for any person 
to organize, plan, promote, or operate a gun 
show unless that person— 

‘‘(1) registers with the Secretary in accord-
ance with regulations promulgated by the 
Secretary; and 

‘‘(2) pays a registration fee, in an amount 
determined by the Secretary. 

‘‘(b) RESPONSIBILITIES OF GUN SHOW PRO-
MOTERS.—It shall be unlawful for any person 
to organize, plan, promote, or operate a gun 
show unless that person— 

‘‘(1) not later that 30 days before com-
mencement of the gun show, notifies the 
Secretary of the date, time, duration, and lo-
cation of the gun show and any other infor-
mation concerning the gun show as the Sec-
retary may require by regulation; 

‘‘(2) not later than 72 hours before com-
mencement of the gun show, submits to the 
Secretary an updated list of all gun show 
vendors planning to participate in the gun 
show and any other information concerning 
such vendors as the Secretary may require 
by regulation; 

‘‘(3) before commencement of the gun 
show, verifies the identity of each gun show 
vendor participating in the gun show by ex-
amining a valid identification document (as 
defined in section 1028(d)(1)) of the vendor 
containing a photograph of the vendor; 

‘‘(4) before commencement of the gun 
show, requires each gun show vendor to 
sign— 

‘‘(A) a ledger with identifying information 
concerning the vendor; and 

‘‘(B) a notice advising the vendor of the ob-
ligations of the vendor under this chapter; 
and 

‘‘(5) notifies each person who attends the 
gun show of the requirements of this chap-
ter, in accordance with such regulations as 
the Secretary shall prescribe; 

‘‘(6) not later than 5 days after the last day 
of the gun show, submits to the Secretary a 
copy of the ledger and notice described in 
paragraph (4); and 

‘‘(7) maintains a copy of the records de-
scribed in paragraphs (2) through (4) at the 
permanent place of business of the gun show 
promoter for such period of time and in such 
form as the Secretary shall require by regu-
lation. 
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‘‘(c) RESPONSIBILITIES OF TRANSFERORS 

OTHER THAN LICENSEES.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If any part of a firearm 

transaction takes place at a gun show, it 
shall be unlawful for any person who is not 
licensed under this chapter to transfer a fire-
arm to another person who is not licensed 
under this chapter, unless the firearm is 
transferred through a licensed importer, li-
censed manufacturer, or licensed dealer in 
accordance with subsection (e). 

‘‘(2) CRIMINAL BACKGROUND CHECKS.—A per-
son who is subject to the requirement of 
paragraph (1)— 

‘‘(A) shall not transfer the firearm to the 
transferee until the licensed importer, li-
censed manufacturer, or licensed dealer 
through which the transfer is made under 
subsection (e) makes the notification de-
scribed in subsection (e)(3)(A); and 

‘‘(B) notwithstanding subparagraph (A), 
shall not transfer the firearm to the trans-
feree if the licensed importer, licensed manu-
facturer, or licensed dealer through which 
the transfer is made under subsection (e) 
makes the notification described in sub-
section (e)(3)(B). 

‘‘(d) RESPONSIBILITIES OF TRANSFEREES 
OTHER THAN LICENSEES.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If any part of a firearm 
transaction takes place at a gun show, it 
shall be unlawful for any person who is not 
licensed under this chapter to receive a fire-
arm from another person who is not licensed 
under this chapter, unless the firearm is 
transferred through a licensed importer, li-
censed manufacturer, or licensed dealer in 
accordance with subsection (e). 

‘‘(2) CRIMINAL BACKGROUND CHECKS.—A per-
son who is subject to the requirement of 
paragraph (1)— 

‘‘(A) shall not receive the firearm from the 
transferor until the licensed importer, li-
censed manufacturer, or licensed dealer 
through which the transfer is made under 
subsection (e) makes the notification de-
scribed in subsection (e)(3)(A); and 

‘‘(B) notwithstanding subparagraph (A), 
shall not receive the firearm from the trans-
feror if the licensed importer, licensed manu-
facturer, or licensed dealer through which 
the transfer is made under subsection (e) 
makes the notification described in sub-
section (e)(3)(B). 

‘‘(e) RESPONSIBILITIES OF LICENSEES.—A li-
censed importer, licensed manufacturer, or 
licensed dealer who agrees to assist a person 
who is not licensed under this chapter in car-
rying out the responsibilities of that person 
under subsection (c) or (d) with respect to 
the transfer of a firearm shall— 

‘‘(1) enter such information about the fire-
arm as the Secretary may require by regula-
tion into a separate bound record; 

‘‘(2) record the transfer on a form specified 
by the Secretary; 

‘‘(3) comply with section 922(t) as if trans-
ferring the firearm from the inventory of the 
licensed importer, licensed manufacturer, or 
licensed dealer to the designated transferee 
(although a licensed importer, licensed man-
ufacturer, or licensed dealer complying with 
this subsection shall not be required to com-
ply again with the requirements of section 
922(t) in delivering the firearm to the non-
licensed transferor), and notify the non-
licensed transferor and the nonlicensed 
transferee— 

‘‘(A) of such compliance; and 
‘‘(B) if the transfer is subject to the re-

quirements of section 922(t)(1), of any receipt 
by the licensed importer, licensed manufac-
turer, or licensed dealer of a notification 
from the national instant criminal back-
ground check system that the transfer would 
violate section 922 or would violate State 
law; 

‘‘(4) not later than 10 days after the date on 
which the transfer occurs, submit to the Sec-
retary a report of the transfer, which re-
port— 

‘‘(A) shall be on a form specified by the 
Secretary by regulation; and 

‘‘(B) shall not include the name of or other 
identifying information relating to any per-
son involved in the transfer who is not li-
censed under this chapter; 

‘‘(5) if the licensed importer, licensed man-
ufacturer, or licensed dealer assists a person 
other than a licensee in transferring, at 1 
time or during any 5 consecutive business 
days, 2 or more pistols or revolvers, or any 
combination of pistols and revolvers totaling 
2 or more, to the same nonlicensed person, in 
addition to the reports required under para-
graph (4), prepare a report of the multiple 
transfers, which report shall be— 

‘‘(A) prepared on a form specified by the 
Secretary; and 

‘‘(B) not later than the close of business on 
the date on which the transfer occurs, for-
warded to— 

‘‘(i) the office specified on the form de-
scribed in subparagraph (A); and 

‘‘(ii) the appropriate State law enforce-
ment agency of the jurisdiction in which the 
transfer occurs; and 

‘‘(6) retain a record of the transfer as part 
of the permanent business records of the li-
censed importer, licensed manufacturer, or 
licensed dealer. 

‘‘(f) RECORDS OF LICENSEE TRANSFERS.—If 
any part of a firearm transaction takes place 
at a gun show, each licensed importer, li-
censed manufacturer, and licensed dealer 
who transfers 1 or more firearms to a person 
who is not licensed under this chapter shall, 
not later than 10 days after the date on 
which the transfer occurs, submit to the Sec-
retary a report of the transfer, which re-
port— 

‘‘(1) shall be in a form specified by the Sec-
retary by regulation; 

‘‘(2) shall not include the name of or other 
identifying information relating to the 
transferee; and 

‘‘(3) shall not duplicate information pro-
vided in any report required under sub-
section (e)(4). 

‘‘(g) FIREARM TRANSACTION DEFINED.—In 
this section, the term ‘firearm transaction’ 
includes the exhibition, sale, offer for sale, 
transfer, or exchange of a firearm.’’. 

(2) PENALTIES.—Section 924(a) of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(7)(A) Whoever knowingly violates sec-
tion 931(a) shall be fined under this title, im-
prisoned not more than 5 years, or both. 

‘‘(B) Whoever knowingly violates sub-
section (b) or (c) of section 931, shall be— 

‘‘(i) fined under this title, imprisoned not 
more than 2 years, or both; and 

‘‘(ii) in the case of a second or subsequent 
conviction, such person shall be fined under 
this title, imprisoned not more than 5 years, 
or both. 

‘‘(C) Whoever willfully violates section 
931(d), shall be— 

‘‘(i) fined under this title, imprisoned not 
more than 2 years, or both; and 

‘‘(ii) in the case of a second or subsequent 
conviction, such person shall be fined under 
this title, imprisoned not more than 5 years, 
or both. 

‘‘(D) Whoever knowingly violates sub-
section (e) or (f) of section 931 shall be fined 
under this title, imprisoned not more than 5 
years, or both. 

‘‘(E) In addition to any other penalties im-
posed under this paragraph, the Secretary 
may, with respect to any person who know-
ingly violates any provision of section 931— 

‘‘(i) if the person is registered pursuant to 
section 931(a), after notice and opportunity 

for a hearing, suspend for not more than 6 
months or revoke the registration of that 
person under section 931(a); and 

‘‘(ii) impose a civil fine in an amount equal 
to not more than $10,000.’’. 

(3) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—Chapter 44 of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(A) in the chapter analysis, by adding at 
the end the following: 
‘‘931. Regulation of firearms transfers at gun 

shows.’’; and 
(B) in the first sentence of section 923(j), by 

striking ‘‘a gun show or event’’ and inserting 
‘‘an event’’; and 

(c) INSPECTION AUTHORITY.—Section 
923(g)(1) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(E) Notwithstanding subparagraph (B), 
the Secretary may enter during business 
hours the place of business of any gun show 
promoter and any place where a gun show is 
held for the purposes of examining the 
records required by sections 923 and 931 and 
the inventory of licensees conducting busi-
ness at the gun show. Such entry and exam-
ination shall be conducted for the purposes 
of determining compliance with this chapter 
by gun show promoters and licensees con-
ducting business at the gun show and shall 
not require a showing of reasonable cause or 
a warrant.’’. 

(d) INCREASED PENALTIES FOR SERIOUS REC-
ORDKEEPING VIOLATIONS BY LICENSEES.—Sec-
tion 924(a)(3) of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(3)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph 
(B), any licensed dealer, licensed importer, 
licensed manufacturer, or licensed collector 
who knowingly makes any false statement 
or representation with respect to the infor-
mation required by this chapter to be kept in 
the records of a person licensed under this 
chapter, or violates section 922(m) shall be 
fined under this title, imprisoned not more 
than 1 year, or both. 

‘‘(B) If the violation described in subpara-
graph (A) is in relation to an offense— 

‘‘(i) under paragraph (1) or (3) of section 
922(b), such person shall be fined under this 
title, imprisoned not more than 5 years, or 
both; or 

‘‘(ii) under subsection (a)(6) or (d) of sec-
tion 922, such person shall be fined under this 
title, imprisoned not more than 10 years, or 
both.’’. 

(e) INCREASED PENALTIES FOR VIOLATIONS 
OF CRIMINAL BACKGROUND CHECK REQUIRE-
MENTS.— 

(1) PENALTIES.—Section 924 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘sub-
section (s) or (t) of section 922’’ and inserting 
‘‘section 922(s)’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(8) Whoever knowingly violates section 

922(t) shall be fined under this title, impris-
oned not more than 5 years, or both.’’. 

(2) ELIMINATION OF CERTAIN ELEMENTS OF 
OFFENSE.—Section 922(t)(5) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘and, at 
the time’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘State law’’. 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section and the 
amendments made by this section shall take 
effect 180 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

By Mr. JEFFORDS (for himself, 
Mr. SPECTER, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. THURMOND, 
Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. CAMPBELL, 
Mr. CRAIG, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Ms. 
SNOWE, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. GRA-
HAM, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. 
HOLLINGS, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. 
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CLELAND, Ms. LANDRIEU, and 
Mr. JOHNSON): 

S. 445. A bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to require the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs and the 
Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices to carry out a demonstration 
project to provide the Department of 
Veterans Affairs with Medicare reim-
bursement for Medicare healthcare 
services provided to certain medicare- 
eligible veterans; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I am 
proud to introduce the Veterans’ Equal 
Access to Medicare Act. This bill will 
give all our nations’ veterans the free-
dom to choose where they receive their 
medical care. I am joined by the Chair-
man and Ranking Member of the Vet-
erans’ Affairs Committee, Senators 
SPECTER and ROCKEFELLER, as well as 
Senators THURMOND, MURKOWSKI, 
CAMPBELL, CRAIG, HUTCHINSON, 
MCCAIN, SNOWE, DASCHLE, GRAHAM, 
AKAKA, WELLSTONE, MURRAY, HOL-
LINGS, CLELAND, LANDRIEU, JOHNSON, 
and my friend and colleague from 
Vermont, Senator LEAHY. 

Known to some as ‘‘Medicare Sub-
vention,’’ this legislation will author-
ize the Department of Veterans Affairs 
(VA) to set up 10 pilot sites around the 
country where Medicare-eligible Vet-
erans could get Medicare-covered serv-
ices at a Veterans hospital. The VA 
would then be reimbursed at a slightly 
reduced rate for provision of those 
services. Many Medicare-eligible vet-
erans want to receive their care at a 
VA facility. This bill would allow cer-
tain veterans that option. 

My legislation would implement a 
pilot project that is eagerly sought by 
both the Veterans Administration and 
the Veterans Service Organizations. 
Veterans want the right to choose 
where they get their Medicare-covered 
services. Many of them would like to 
go to a Veterans Administration facil-
ity where they would feel more com-
fortable. We want to make that option 
possible for those who have given so 
much of themselves in service to their 
country. 

Our legislation starts with a 10-site 
demonstration project, limiting total 
Medicare reimbursements to $50 mil-
lion annually. The VA is required to 
maintain its current level of effort, and 
provisions in the bill prevent it from 
shifting any current costs to the Medi-
care Trust Fund. In the event that the 
demonstration project in any way in-
creased Medicare’s costs, the VA would 
reimburse Medicare for these costs and 
suspend or terminate the program. 

An independent auditor would mon-
itor the demonstration project annu-
ally and make reports to Congress on 
its findings. A final report to Congress 
three and a half years after commence-
ment of the project from the Secre-
taries of Veterans Affairs and Health 
and Human Services would recommend 
whether to terminate, continue or ex-
pand the program. 

Almost two years ago, Senator 
ROCKEFELLER and I successfully in-

cluded similar legislation in the 1997 
Balanced Budget Reconciliation Act. 
The full Senate endorsed this measure. 
Unfortunately, our amendment was 
later dropped in conference. 

But we feel strongly that now is the 
time to enact this legislation. Veterans 
want and deserve this option, and the 
VA should be allowed to become a 
Medicare provider. The Department of 
Health and Human Services and the 
Veterans Administration have already 
reached an agreement on how such a 
program would be implemented. It’s 
time for us to give this project the 
green light. 

In 1997 the Department of Defense 
Medicare Subvention program allevi-
ated what our country’s military retir-
ees call a ‘‘lockout’’ from the military 
health care system. This bill will finish 
the job by allowing all our veterans ac-
cess to the best and most appropriate 
health care facility of their choosing. 
Our nation’s veterans deserve no less. 

I look forward to working with the 
Senate Finance Committee, Secretary 
West and the Administration, the Vet-
erans Service Organizations and my 
colleagues here and in the House to get 
this legislation signed into law this 
year. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, along 
with all the Members of the Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs, I am pleased to be 
an original cosponsor of a bill, which 
my colleague and friend, Senator JIM 
JEFFORDS, is introducing today. Mr. 
President, this is a most welcome bill. 
When enacted, it would direct that the 
Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) 
and the Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS) enter into an 
agreement establishing ten geographi-
cally dispersed demonstration projects 
under which VA would provide health 
care services to certain Medicare-eligi-
ble veterans, who would not have oth-
erwise received care in VA, in exchange 
for reimbursement from the Medicare 
trust fund. Thus, VA would be able to 
occupy the same basic position as 
other health care providers which fur-
nish care to Medicare-eligible patients: 
VA would be reimbursed by Medicare 
for providing this care, just as other 
providers may be reimbursed. The De-
partment of Defense health care sys-
tem is already authorized to provide 
such care for reimbursement on a dem-
onstration project basis, and this au-
thority should be extended to the VA 
as well. 

Under the terms of this bill, VA is 
authorized to establish up to ten sub-
vention sites or health plans, including 
a site near a closed military base and 
one that provides care predominately 
to rural veterans. These sites and plans 
would provide health care services to 
Medicare-eligible veterans. Medicare 
would reimburse VA for such services— 
similar to the way the Federal Health 
Care Financing Administration pays 
other providers in the private sector 
when they furnish health care services 
to Medicare-eligible persons—but sub-
ject to certain cost-saving conditions. 

First, while fees paid to VA would be 
based on those paid to other providers, 
they would be reduced, across the 
board, by 5%. Second, reimbursements 
to VA would be further reduced for sub-
sidies paid by Medicare to private fa-
cilities to cover their capital expense 
and medical education costs, and costs 
incurred by such providers, if any, in 
serving a disproportionate number of 
low-income patients. Thus, Medicare 
would invariably save funds when care 
is provided to its patients by VA. In ef-
fect, VA would provide care to Medi-
care-eligible veterans at a discount to 
the Medicare trust fund. 

The Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS) would not, how-
ever, be required to refer Medicare-eli-
gible patients to VA under this bill. El-
igible veterans would continue to be 
free to select their own health care 
providers. It would be up to the VA 
‘‘demonstration program’’ sites to en-
tice Medicare-eligible patients to VA 
by offering services and care which are 
more attractive than those provided by 
community-care providers. One of the 
underlying purposes of this legislation 
is to test VA’s contention that it can 
provide the kind of care which will at-
tract veteran-patients who have other 
alternatives and, at the same time, 
provide care which is cost effective 
from the reimburser’s, and VA’s, view-
points. Another purpose of the legisla-
tion will be to test the hypothesis that 
VA can meet the needs of its priority 
patients—veterans with service-con-
nected disabilities and veterans who 
are poor—while, simultaneously posi-
tioning itself to attract other veteran- 
patients who, due to Medicare eligi-
bility, have the wherewithal to go else-
where for care. 

Whether VA can succeed in providing 
cost-effective care which attracts pa-
tients without causing it to neglect its 
primary mission is the essence of the 
question that this bill is intended to 
answer. Indeed, time—and these dem-
onstration projects—will tell whether 
providing such care to non-priority 
veterans for reimbursement will en-
hance VA’s ability, due to an infusion 
of new Medicare funds, to provide bet-
ter care to VA’s mandated priority pa-
tients. Like the Department of De-
fense—which, as I have noted, already 
has authority from Congress to obtain 
reimbursement from Medicare—VA 
ought to have an opportunity to see if 
it can succeed in attracting and keep-
ing patients by providing superior care. 
I can think of no better way to gauge 
VA quality than assessing the behavior 
of veterans who can ‘‘vote with their 
feet.’’ 

I hope that these VA ‘‘demonstration 
project’’ sites will show that VA can, 
in fact, fully serve its priority pa-
tients—veterans with service-con-
nected disabilities and veterans who 
are poor—while also serving veteran- 
patients who are able to bring Medi-
care funding to the VA system. Budg-
etary constraints have required that 
VA operate under a ‘‘flat-line’’ medical 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 23:02 Nov 14, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00065 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S23FE9.REC S23FE9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1808 February 23, 1999 
care appropriation for the past three 
years even as personnel and other in-
flationary costs continue to rise from 
year to year. VA has attempted to in-
crease its collections from private sec-
tor, third-party insurers in order to 
supplement its funding base, but these 
collections have not been sufficient. I 
and my colleagues on the Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs believe that VA 
ought to have parallel authority to col-
lect reimbursement from Medicare 
when it provides non-service-connected 
care to these patients. I ask that my 
colleagues give the Department this 
authority by approving this legisla-
tion. 

Mr. President, I compliment my col-
league and friend from Vermont for his 
leadership on establishing this innova-
tive and crucial legislation that I be-
lieve will be an essential tool in the fu-
ture for VA’s care of veterans, and I 
urge my colleagues to give this bill 
high priority attention for early pas-
sage this year. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to offer my support to the 
Veterans’ Equal Access to Medicare 
Act. This bill will authorize a pilot 
project to allow VA to bill Medicare for 
health care services provided to certain 
dual beneficiaries. The legislation is 
known as VA Medicare subvention, 
which is a concept that has been dis-
cussed over the years by those of us in 
Congress, by veterans service organiza-
tions, and by virtually every advisory 
body that has studied the VA health 
care system. I join my colleague Sen-
ator JEFFORDS in this initiative. 

In the past, many VA hospitals and 
clinics have been forced to turn away 
middle income, Medicare-eligible vet-
erans who sought VA care. These hos-
pitals simply did not have the re-
sources to care for them. Now, with eli-
gibility reform, all enrolled veterans 
will have access to a uniform, com-
prehensive benefit package. Yet, re-
sources for veterans’ health care have 
not increased, and, in fact, have re-
mained flatlined. 

During the first session of the 105th 
Congress, Senator JEFFORDS and I suc-
cessfully pushed a similar proposal 
through the Senate Finance Com-
mittee and the full Senate. The basic 
tenets of the current bill remain the 
same. For veterans, enactment of the 
Veterans’ Equal Access to Medicare 
Act would mean the infusion of new 
revenue and, thus, improved access to 
care. For the Health Care Financing 
Administration (HCFA), a VA sub-
vention demonstration project will pro-
vide the opportunity to assess the ef-
fects of coordination on improving effi-
ciency, access, and quality of care for 
dual-eligible beneficiaries in a selected 
number of sites. Finally, Congress 
would receive the results of this feasi-
bility study, which, once and for all, 
would give us the necessary data to 
make rational policy decisions in the 
future about Medicare and VA’s in-
volvement. 

The four VA medical centers in my 
own State of West Virginia spent near-

ly $5 million caring for Medicare-eligi-
ble veterans with middle incomes last 
year. Although this is telling informa-
tion, I cannot provide my colleagues 
with the truly crucial piece of the 
story—that is, the number of these 
Medicare-eligible veterans who had 
been turned away over the years from 
the very facilities created to serve 
them because of lack of resources. This 
demonstration project would encourage 
these eligible veterans who have not 
previously received care from the Hun-
tington, Beckley, Martinsburg, and 
Clarksburg VA Medical Centers to do 
so, while providing Medicare with cost- 
savings opportunities. 

As in years past, the Veterans’ Equal 
Access to Medicare Act is designed to 
be budget neutral. To that end, the VA 
would be required to maintain its cur-
rent level of services to Medicare-eligi-
ble veterans already being served, and 
would be effectively limited to reim-
bursement for additional care provided 
to new users. Payments from Medicare 
would be at a reduced rate and would 
exclude Disproportionate Share Hos-
pital adjustments, Graduate Medical 
Education payments, and a large per-
centage of capital-related costs. In ef-
fect, the VA would be providing health 
care to Medicare-eligible veterans at a 
deeply discounted rate. The Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services 
and VA would have the ability to ad-
just payment rates, or to shrink or ter-
minate the program if Medicare’s costs 
increase. In the event that these safe-
guards included in the proposal fail—an 
event which the VA has declared un-
likely—this proposal caps all Medicare 
payments to the VA at $50 million. 

A HCFA representative testified be-
fore the last Congress and stated that 
this proposal will provide quality serv-
ice to certain dual-eligible bene-
ficiaries and, ‘‘at the same time, pre-
serve and protect the Medicare Trust 
Fund for all Americans.’’ I believe this. 

Although the VA subvention proposal 
is a small effort compared to the other 
recent changes made to the Medicare 
program and the changes yet to come, 
it is enormously important to our vet-
erans and the health care system they 
depend upon. And regardless of any pol-
icy changes resulting from the Bipar-
tisan Commission on the Future of 
Medicare, an excellent opportunity will 
remain to test the idea of Medicare 
subvention to VA. 

Over the last couple of years, we have 
tried to enact this proposal. Unfortu-
nately, we have continually met resist-
ance. Others who favor the subvention 
concept have even tried to turn this 
Medicare-cost saving proposal into a 
way to make sweeping policy changes 
about the delivery of VA health care. 
My goal this session is to overcome 
this resistance and enact this proposal 
without any extraneous measures. 

Truly, this VA/Medicare proposal is a 
way to provide quality health care to 
veterans who are also eligible for Medi-
care, while at the same time preserving 
and protecting the Medicare Trust 

Fund. With a signed Memorandum of 
Agreement between VA and HCFA, VA 
is ready to move ahead with this dem-
onstration project. Finally, the Depart-
ment of Defense Medicare Subvention 
test program—TRICARE Senior 
Prime—is progressing. Let us not delay 
VA any longer. 

Mr. President, veterans deserve the 
opportunity to come to VA facilities 
for their care and bring their Medicare 
coverage with them. I look forward to 
working with my colleagues on the 
Committees on Finance and Veterans’ 
Affairs to make this long sought-after 
proposal a reality. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I am 
proud to be an original co-sponsor of 
the Veterans’ Equal Access to Medicare 
Act, which would authorize a dem-
onstration of Medicare subvention 
within the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs (VA) health care system. Many of 
us supported similar legislation spon-
sored by Senator JEFFORDS and incor-
porated into the Senate version of the 
1997 Budget Resolution. Unfortunately, 
this measure was removed by the con-
ferees to the bill and did not become 
law. In the 105th Congress, separate 
legislation authorizing a test of Medi-
care subvention for veterans passed the 
House of Representatives but stalled in 
the Senate. The intervening period has 
only made more apparent the benefits 
of allowing Medicare-eligible veterans 
to use their Medicare entitlement for 
care at local VA medical facilities. 

The Veterans’ Equal Access to Medi-
care Act would establish a three-year 
demonstration project at up to 10 sites 
around the country, including a site 
near a military medical facility closed 
under the Base Realignment and Clo-
sure process and a site in an area where 
the target population is predominantly 
rural. The VA would bill Medicare for 
Medicare-covered services provided to 
eligible veterans at these sites. Vet-
erans’ participation would be vol-
untary, and participants would make 
the same Medicare co-payments to the 
VA as at non-VA facilities. 

The legislation also contains impor-
tant safeguards. The VA’s Inspector 
General must certify the accounting 
and managerial capabilities of partici-
pating facilities; the VA must main-
tain its current level of effort to pre-
vent cost shifting from the VA to the 
Medicare Trust Fund; the Comptroller 
General must audit the demonstration 
project annually to ensure that the 
Medicare Trust Fund does not incur 
any additional costs; and Medicare 
payments to the VA must be capped at 
$50 million annually. After three years, 
the Secretaries of Health and Human 
Services and Veterans Affairs would be 
required to submit recommendations 
to Congress on whether to extend or 
expand the project. 

By permitting the VA to collect and 
retain Medicare payments for health 
care provided to eligible veterans, our 
legislation would demonstrate sub-
vention’s ability to enhance access to 
the VA medical system for veterans 
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and channel critical non-appropriated 
funding into the VA network without 
raising costs to the Medicare Trust 
Fund. But don’t take my word for it. 
The Fiscal Year 2000 Independent Budg-
et jointly proposed by AMVETS, Dis-
abled American Veterans, Paralyzed 
Veterans of America, and Veterans of 
Foreign Wars summarizes the virtues 
of VA Medicare subvention as follows: 

Medicare subvention will benefit veterans, 
taxpayers, and ultimately VA. It would give 
veterans who currently do not have access to 
VA health care the option of choosing the 
VA system. VA believes it can deliver care to 
Medicare beneficiaries at a discounted rate, 
which would save money for the Medicare 
Trust Fund and stretch taxpayer dollars. 

In other words, this is win-win legis-
lation for all concerned parties. Vet-
erans receive better access to quality 
health care; the VA benefits from an 
inflow of non-appropriated funding; and 
VA provides more efficient care than 
other Medicare providers, saving scarce 
resources in this era of balanced budg-
ets. 

Military retirees, but not veterans, 
currently qualify for an ongoing Medi-
care subvention demonstration project 
authorized by Congress in 1997. In 1996, 
I had introduced legislation to author-
ize Medicare reimbursement to the De-
partment of Defense for care provided 
to Medicare-eligible retirees and their 
families. Although the Senate included 
this provision in its version of the Fis-
cal Year 1997 Defense Appropriations 
bill, it was dropped in conference with 
the House. 

A year later, I supported the current 
Medicare subvention demonstration 
project for military retirees, which was 
included in the Balanced Budget Act of 
1997. It is my hope that this project 
will demonstrate the potential for 
Medicare subvention to defray the es-
calating costs of the Military Health 
Service System, slow the depletion of 
the Medicare Trust Fund, and provide a 
more generous benefit to retired serv-
ice members seeking the quality health 
care our government promised them. 

I do not need to remind my col-
leagues that we also promised medical 
benefits to veterans who served for 
fewer than 20 years and are not enti-
tled to retirement benefits. That the 
Department of Veterans Affairs man-
ages the largest health care network in 
the United States is testament to our 
continuing effort to make good on that 
promise. But the quantity of health 
care providers for veterans is not at 
issue today; rather, the quality of care 
is among the most pressing items on 
the agenda of America’s veterans and 
their advocates. 

The veterans from whom I am hon-
ored to hear on my travels across the 
United States and in my Senate office 
frequently remind me that the VA 
health care system does not always 
offer them the quality of care they 
have clearly earned. Authorizing a test 
of Medicare subvention for veterans 
would hopefully demonstrate its abil-
ity to improve veterans’ access to VA 

facilities and enhance the quality of 
service there. 

For this reason, the Department of 
Veterans Affairs supports a Medicare 
subvention demonstration. So do the 
major veterans’ service organizations 
whose membership comprises the very 
individuals who would be affected by 
this legislation. I would also note that 
a majority of both houses of the 105th 
Congress voted in favor of legislation 
to authorize a Medicare subvention 
demonstration for veterans, even 
though the specific terms of that legis-
lation differed somewhat. 

Mr. President, I wish to conclude my 
remarks by once again drawing from 
the wisdom of the veterans’ service or-
ganizations’ Independent Budget, 
which warns that Medicare subvention 
funding must be a supplement to, not a 
substitute for, an adequate VA appro-
priation. Veterans’ care and benefits 
have been underfunded for years. Im-
plementing a test of Medicare sub-
vention for veterans is but one step in 
what must be a concerted campaign to 
honor the promises made to all who 
have answered their country’s call 
through their military service. Let no 
one forget the sacrifices made by every 
veteran to secure our liberty in what 
has been, and remains, a very dan-
gerous world. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President. I 
would like to express my strong sup-
port for Senator JEFFORD’s bill, the 
Veterans’ Equal Access to Medicare 
Act. I am proud to be an original co-
sponsor of this important legislation 
which would allow the VA to establish 
a Medicare subvention demonstration 
project. At ten sites across the coun-
try, Medicare would reimburse the VA 
for Medicare-covered services provided 
to eligible veterans. 

As a former member of the House 
Veterans’ Affairs Committee, and a 
current member of the Senate Vet-
erans’ Affairs Committee, I have been 
and remain a strong advocate of the 
Medicare subvention concept. As a 
member of the House, I was cosponsor 
of Representative JOEL HEFLEY’s bill to 
create a demonstration project of 
Medicare subvention. During the 105th 
Congress, I was a cosponsor of Senator 
JEFFORD’s bill, S. 2054. 

The last four years of flat-lined Ad-
ministration budgets have dem-
onstrated the critical need for this leg-
islation. To treat new veteran patients, 
the VA must be creative in finding new 
revenue sources. The perpetual vola-
tility of the health care marketplace 
has made it more and more difficult for 
VA to collect under the standard fee 
for service arrangements. Currently, 
85% of all insured Americans are under 
some form of managed care, and many 
of these plans do not recognize the VA 
as a network provider eligible for reim-
bursement. In order for the VA to be 
able to collect the millions that it 
needs to adequately serve veterans and 
to survive under the budget proposed 
by the Administration for FY 2000, 
there must be a new revenue source. 

Medicare subvention legislation would 
be a step in the right direction. 

Historically, higher income veterans 
have been locked out of the VA health 
care system because of a severe lack of 
resources. Under subvention legisla-
tion, the VA would potentially be able 
to open its doors to millions of vet-
erans 65 years and older who want to 
choose VA as their primary care giver. 
Our legislation will be the first in truly 
saving the Private Ryan’s of WWII and 
the Korean conflict. Now more than 
ever, the VA needs to be able to collect 
and compete in the health care mar-
ketplace as an equal partner with other 
health plans. Medicare subvention will 
allow it that opportunity. I am proud 
to again be a cosponsor of this impor-
tant legislation. 

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself, Mr. 
KERRY, and Mr. TORRICELLI): 

S. 446. A bill to provide for the per-
manent protection of the resources of 
the United States in the year 2000 and 
beyond; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

PERMANENT PROTECTION FOR AMERICA’S 
RESOURCES 2000 ACT 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, today, I 
am introducing the Permanent Protec-
tion for America’s Resources 2000 Act— 
Resources 2000. This legislation is the 
most sweeping commitment to pro-
tecting America’s natural heritage in 
more than a generation. It will estab-
lish a permanent, dedicated funding 
source for resource protection. I am 
honored to be working on this legisla-
tion with Congressman GEORGE MILLER 
in the House of Representatives, and 
my Senate Colleagues, Senator John 
KERRY and Senator ROBERT 
TORRICELLI. 

As we embark upon the 21st Century, 
it is time to make a new commitment 
to our natural heritage—one that can 
take its place beside the legacy left by 
President Teddy Roosevelt as we began 
this century. That new commitment 
must go beyond a piecemeal approach 
to preserving our natural resources. It 
must be a comprehensive, long-term 
strategy that enables us to ensure that 
when our children’s children enter the 
22nd Century, they can herald our ac-
tions today, as we revere those of 
President Roosevelt. 

Today our natural heritage is dis-
appearing at an alarming rate. Each 
year, nearly 3 million acres of farm-
land and more than 170,000 acres of 
wetlands disappear. Each day, over 
7,000 acres of open space are lost for-
ever. 

All across America, we now see parks 
closing, recreational facilities deterio-
rating, open space disappearing, his-
toric structures crumbling. 

Why is this happening? Because there 
is no dedicated fund for all these noble 
purposes—which can be used only for 
these noble purposes. 

The legislation that I am introducing 
today will address this problem in a 
comprehensive Resources 2000 in a 
bold, historic initiative to provide sub-
stantial and permanent funding from 
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offshore oil resources for the acquisi-
tion, improvement and maintenance of 
public resources throughout the United 
States: public lands, parks, marine and 
coastal resources, historic preserva-
tion, fish and wildlife. Resources 2000 
will provide permanent, annual funding 
for historically underfunded, high pri-
ority resources, preservation goals. 

A major funding source for resource 
protection already exists. Each year, 
oil companies pay the federal govern-
ment billions of dollars in rents, royal-
ties, and other fees in connection with 
offshore drilling in federal waters. In 
1998 alone, the government collected 
over $4.6 billion from oil and gas drill-
ing on the Outer Continental Shelf. 

My bill would allocate $1.4 billion 
every year for land acquisition, park 
and recreational development, historic 
preservation, land restoration, ocean 
conservation, farmland preservation, 
and endangered species recovery. 

Resources 2000 will also mandate full 
funding of the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund. In 1965, Congress es-
tablished this Fund, which was to re-
ceive $900 million a year from federal 
oil revenues for acquisition of sensitive 
lands and wetlands. 

The good news is that Fund has col-
lected over $21 billion since 1965. The 
bad news is that only $9 billion of this 
amount has been spent on its intended 
uses. More than $16 billion has been 
shifted into other federal accounts. 

On the ground, this means that we 
have purchased some key tracts of land 
in the Golden Gate National Recre-
ation Area, Redwood National Park, 
Tahoe National Forest, and Channel Is-
lands National Park, among many oth-
ers. 

At the same time, however, we 
missed golden opportunities to buy 
critical open space because the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund was un-
derfunded. Some of these parcels—in 
the Santa Monica Mountains, along the 
Pacific Crest Trail, and elsewhere 
throughout California—have since been 
lost. If we had been able to use the en-
tire Fund, these areas would have been 
protected. 

To preserve meaningful tracts of 
open space, we must spend the entire 
Fund to acquire land and water. Con-
gress must move to take the Fund ‘‘off 
budget’’ and use it all for its intended 
purposes. 

Resources 2000 would fund the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund at $900 
million per year, the full level author-
ized by Congress. Half of this amount 
would be dedicated to federal acquisi-
tion of lands for our national parks, 
national forests, national wildlife ref-
uges, and other public lands. The other 
half would go for matching grants to 
the states for land acquisition, plan-
ning, and development of outdoor 
recreation facilities. 

Furthermore, this can be done with-
out causing further harm to the envi-
ronment. My bill does not contain any 
incentives for new offshore oil drilling. 
All of the revenue would have to come 
from already producing leases. 

The bill contains eight titles as fol-
lows: 
TITLE I—LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND 

REVITALIZATION—$900 MILLION 
Federal: $450 million 
Stateside: $450 million 
Summary of Title: Resources 2000 

would take the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund (LWCF) ‘‘off-budget’’ 
and require the federal government to 
spend the entire $900 million for its 
designated purpose of land acquisition. 

One-half of the annual $900 million 
allocation of the LWCF would be dedi-
cated to federal land acquisition pur-
poses. These funds would be used to ac-
quire lands or interests in lands au-
thorized by Congress for our national 
parks, national forests, national wild-
life refuges, and public lands. 

The other $450 million allocation of 
the LWCF would go for matching 
grants to the States for the acquisition 
of lands or interests in lands, planning, 
and development of outdoor recreation 
facilities. Of this $450 million, two- 
thirds will be allocated by formula of 
which 30 percent shall be distributed 
equally among the States, and 70 per-
cent apportioned on the basis of the 
population each state bears to the 
total population of all states. The re-
maining one-third would be awarded on 
the basis of competitive grants. 
TITLE II—URBAN PARKS AND RECREATIONAL RE-
COVERY PROGRAM AMENDMENTS—$100 MILLION 
Summary of Title: Resources 2000 

would provide a mandatory $100 million 
a year of OCS revenue for the Urban 
Parks and Recreational Recovery pro-
gram (UPARR). This funding would be 
used by the Secretary of the Interior to 
provide competitive matching grants 
to local governments to rehabilitate 
recreation areas and facilities, provide 
for the development of improved recre-
ation programs, and to acquire, de-
velop, or construct new recreation sites 
and facilities. 

This program is intended to encour-
age and stimulate local governments to 
revitalize their park and recreation 
systems and to make long-term com-
mitments to continuing maintenance 
of these systems. UPARR is also de-
signed to improve recreation facilities 
and expand recreation services in 
urban areas with a high incidence of 
crime and to help deter crime through 
the expansion of recreation opportuni-
ties for at-risk youth. 
TITLE III—HISTORIC PRESERVATION FUND—$150 

MILLION 
Summary of Title: Your bill would 

take the Historic Preservation Fund 
‘‘off-budget’’ and require the federal 
government to spend the entire $150 
million a year of OCS revenue for the 
designated purposes of the Historic 
Preservation Fund. Your bill would 
also require that 50 percent of the 
funds provided be used for physically 
preserving historic properties (so- 
called ‘‘brick and mortar’’ activities). 

Under current law, the National His-
toric Preservation Act established the 
Historic Preservation Fund (HPF) in 
1977. The Act requires that $150 million 

in revenue from offshore oil drilling be 
placed in the HPF each year. Congress 
is authorized to appropriate money 
from the fund to carry out the Na-
tional Historic Preservation Act. Such 
activities include grants to states, 
maintaining the National Register of 
Historic Places, and administering nu-
merous historic preservation programs. 
The Act allows up to one-third of the 
funds for priority preservation projects 
of public and private entities, includ-
ing preserving historic structures and 
sites, as well as, significant documents, 
photographs, works of art, etc. 
TITLE IV—FARMLAND, RANCHLAND, OPEN 

SPACE, AND FORESTLAND PROTECTION—$150 
MILLION 
Summary of Title: Resources 2000 es-

tablishes the Farmland, Ranchland, 
Open Space, and Forestland Protection 
Fund to provide matching, competitive 
grants to state, local and tribal govern-
ments for purchase of conservation 
easements to protect privately owned 
farmland, ranchland and forests from 
encroaching development. To help 
communities grow in ways that main-
tain open space and viable agricultural 
sectors of their economies. Such grants 
could be used to match state or local 
long term bond initiatives approved by 
voters to preserve green spaces for con-
servation, recreation and other envi-
ronmental goals. 

The Fund has three basic sections. 
The first funds the Farmland Protec-
tion Program at $50 million a year. 
This funding would be used by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to provide match-
ing grants to eligible entities to pur-
chase permanent conservation ease-
ments in land so that it can be main-
tained as farmland or open space. 

The second funds a new program—the 
Ranchland Protection Program—at $50 
million a year. Modeled after the 
Farmland Protection Program, the 
Ranchland Protection Program would 
be used by the Secretary of the Interior 
to provide matching grants to eligible 
entities to purchase permanent con-
servation easements on ranchland that 
is in danger of conversion to non-
agricultural uses and is pending offer 
for the preservation of open space and 
will yield a significant public benefit. 

The third section funds the Forest 
Legacy Program at $50 million a year. 
The Forest Legacy Program is a simi-
lar program for protecting environ-
mentally important forest areas that 
are threatened by conversion to non-
forest uses. Under this program, the 
Secretary of Agriculture will provide 
matching grants to eligible entities to 
purchase conservation easements for 
forest lands. 

For the purposes of this title an eligi-
ble entity is an agency of a State or 
local government, a federally recog-
nized Indian tribe, or a non-profit envi-
ronment/land trust organization. 

TITLE V—FEDERAL AND INDIAN LANDS 
RESTORATION FUND—$250 MILLION 

Summary of Title: Resources 2000 es-
tablishes a new fund to provide a man-
datory $250 million a year to undertake 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 23:02 Nov 14, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00068 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S23FE9.REC S23FE9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1811 February 23, 1999 
a coordinated program on Federal and 
Indian lands to restore degraded lands, 
protect resources that are threatened 
with degradation, and protect public 
health and safety. 

$150 million of the funding will be 
available to the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to carry out restoration activities 
within the National Park System, Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge System, and 
public lands administered by the Bu-
reau of Land Management. 

$75 million of the funding will be 
available to the Secretary of Agri-
culture to carry out restoration activi-
ties in National Forests. 

$25 million of the funding will be 
available to the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to carry out a competitive grant 
program for Indian tribes to complete 
restoration activities on reservations. 
TITLE VI—OCEAN FISH AND WILDLIFE CON-

SERVATION, RESTORATION, AND MANAGEMENT 
ASSISTANCE — $300 MILLION 
Summary of Title: Resources 2000 es-

tablishes a new fund, entitled the 
Ocean Fish and Wildlife Conservation 
Fund, to provide a mandatory $300 mil-
lion a year for the Department of Com-
merce to provide grants for the con-
servation, restoration and management 
of ocean fish and wildlife of the United 
States. The Fund would be allocated in 
two ways: (1) formula grants to States 
to develop and implement comprehen-
sive state ocean fish and wildlife con-
servation plans, and (2) competitive 
grants to public and private persons to 
carry out projects for the conservation, 
restoration, or management of ocean 
fish and wildlife (Ocean Conservation 
Partnership grants). 

a. State Ocean Fish and Wildlife Con-
servation Plans: 

In order for states to be eligible for 
funding under this title, States would 
have to develop a comprehensive 
‘‘Ocean Fish and Wildlife Conservation 
Plan.’’ The plan must be approved by 
the Secretary of Commerce. In order 
for the plan to be approved, the plan 
must provide for an inventory of the 
ocean fish and wildlife and their habi-
tat; identification of any significant 
factors which may adversely affect 
ocean fish and wildlife species and 
their habitats; determination and im-
plementation of conservation actions; 
monitoring of species and the effective-
ness of conservation actions; periodic 
plan review and revision; and public 
input into plan development, revision 
and implementation. The State does 
not need to complete all of these ac-
tivities for plan approval, it simply 
must have a plan in place that will 
show how the State proposes to meet 
the conservation objectives. 

Two-thirds ($200 million) of the total 
would be available to coastal states 
(including Great Lakes States, terri-
tories, and possessions of the U.S.) for 
the development, revision, and imple-
mentation of the ‘‘Ocean Fish and 
Wildlife Conservation Plans.’’ Funds 
would be allocated to the states by a 
formula. Two-thirds (about $133 mil-
lion) would be distributed to states 

based on the ratio of the population of 
the state to the population of all coast-
al states. One-third (about $66 million) 
would be distributed to states based on 
the ratio of the length of a state’s 
shoreline to the length of the total 
shoreline of all coastal states. No state 
can receive less than 1⁄2 of one percent 
or more than 10 percent of the total 
funds allocated under this section. 

b. Ocean Conservation Partnerships : 
The remaining one-third ($100 mil-

lion) of funds would be awarded by the 
Secretary of Commerce as competitive, 
peer-reviewed grants for living marine 
resource conservation. High priority 
would be given to proposals involving 
public/private conservation partner-
ships, but any person would be eligible 
to apply for a grant under this provi-
sion. Priority would also be given to 
proposals that assist in achieving the 
objectives of National Marine Sanc-
tuaries, National Estuaries, or other 
federal or state marine protected areas. 
A maximum grant size (2 percent of 
funds available—about $2 million) will 
be established to ensure that a small 
number of large projects do not con-
sume the bulk of the funding in a given 
fiscal year. 
TITLE VII—FUNDING FOR STATE NATIVE FISH 

AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION AND RESTORA-
TION—$350 MILLION 
Summary of Title: Resources 2000 pro-

vides a permanent appropriation of $350 
for the conservation of native fish, 
wildlife and plants. It amends the Fish 
and Wildlife Conservation Act of 1980 
(FWCA, 16 U.S.C. 2901 et seq.) to make 
funding available to the states for the 
development and implementation of 
comprehensive native wildlife con-
servation plans. 

This title is similar to the Ocean 
Fish and Wildlife Conservation, Res-
toration and Management title, except 
this is for terrestrial fish and wildlife 
conservation efforts. States that 
choose to participate in the program 
would submit Fish and Wildlife Con-
servation Plans to the Secretary of the 
Interior for approval. 

Funds are to be allocated on a for-
mula. One-third of the funds would be 
allocated based on the area of a state 
relative to the total area of all the 
states and two-thirds on the relative 
population of a state. 

States are eligible for reimbursement 
of 75 percent of the cost of developing 
and implementing state wildlife con-
servation plans. Federal funds are only 
available for plan development costs 
for the first 10 years. As an additional 
incentive, federal funds will pay for up 
to 90 percent of: plan development 
costs during the first three years; and 
conservation actions undertaken by 
two or more states. In addition, in the 
absence of an approved plan, the Sec-
retary may reimburse a state for cer-
tain on-the-ground conservation ac-
tions during the first five years of the 
program. 

TITLE VIII—ENDANGERED AND THREATENED 
SPECIES RECOVERY—$100 MILLION 

Summary of Title: Resources 2000 es-
tablishes a new fund, entitled the En-

dangered and Threatened Species Re-
covery Fund, to provide a mandatory 
$100 million a year for the Fish and 
Wildlife Service and the National Ma-
rine Fisheries Service to implement a 
private landowners incentive program 
for the recovery of endangered and 
threatened species and the habitat that 
they depend on. 

Monies would be used by the Secre-
taries to enter into ‘‘endangered and 
threatened species recovery agree-
ments’’ with private landowners, pro-
viding grants to: (1) carry out activi-
ties and protect habitat (not otherwise 
required by the law) that would con-
tribute to the recovery of a threatened 
or endangered species, or (2) to refrain 
from carrying out otherwise lawful ac-
tivities that would inhibit the recovery 
of such species. Priority will be given 
to small landowners who would other-
wise not have the resources to partici-
pate in such programs. 

So it is time to act in a comprehen-
sive way to permanently protect our 
heritage. It is time to heed the call 
that Teddy Roosevelt sent out so many 
years ago. It is time to build on the 
progress we have made and plan for the 
future. 

Resources 2000 enjoys the enthusi-
astic support of major environmental, 
historic preservation, sporting, wild-
life, and parks organizations through-
out the nation. 

I hope that my colleagues in the Sen-
ate take advantage of this historic op-
portunity by joining Senator 
TORRICELLI, Senator KERRY, and me in 
this effort to preserve America’s herit-
age. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. I also ask unanimous consent 
that a list of groups who support the 
legislation, as well as letters from sev-
eral conservation organizations be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rials were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Resources 
2000 Act’’. 
SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents for this Act is as fol-
lows: 
Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Table of contents. 
Sec. 3. Findings and purpose. 
Sec. 4. Definitions. 
Sec. 5. Reduction in deposits of qualified 

OCS revenues for any fiscal 
year for which those revenues 
are reduced. 

Sec. 6. Limitation on use of available 
amounts for administration. 

Sec. 7. Budgetary treatment of receipts and 
disbursements. 

TITLE I—LAND AND WATER 
CONSERVATION FUND REVITALIZATION 

Sec. 101. Amendment of Land and Water 
Conservation Fund Act of 1965. 

Sec. 102. Extension of period for covering 
amounts into fund. 

Sec. 103. Availability of amounts. 
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Sec. 104. Allocation and use of fund. 
Sec. 105. Expansion of State assistance pur-

poses. 
Sec. 106. Allocation of amounts available for 

State purposes. 
Sec. 107. State planning. 
Sec. 108. Assistance to States for other 

projects. 
Sec. 109. Conversion of property to other 

use. 
TITLE II—URBAN PARK AND RECRE-

ATION RECOVERY PROGRAM AMEND-
MENTS 

Sec. 201. Amendment of Urban Park and 
Recreation Recovery Act of 
1978. 

Sec. 202. Purposes. 
Sec. 203. Authority to develop new areas and 

facilities. 
Sec. 204. Definitions. 
Sec. 205. Eligibility. 
Sec. 206. Grants. 
Sec. 207. Recovery action programs. 
Sec. 208. State action incentives. 
Sec. 209. Conversion of recreation property. 
Sec. 210. Availability of amounts. 
Sec. 211. Repeal. 

TITLE III—HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
FUND 

Sec. 301. Availability of amounts. 
TITLE IV—FARMLAND, RANCHLAND, 

OPEN SPACE, AND FORESTLAND PRO-
TECTION 

Sec. 401. Purpose. 
Sec. 402. Farmland, Ranchland, Open Space, 

and Forestland Protection 
Fund; availability of amounts. 

Sec. 403. Authorized uses of Farmland, 
Ranchland, Open Space, and 
Forestland Protection Fund. 

Sec. 404. Farmland Protection Program. 
Sec. 405. Ranchland Protection Program. 
TITLE V—FEDERAL AND INDIAN LANDS 

RESTORATION FUND 
Sec. 501. Purpose. 
Sec. 502. Federal and Indian Lands Restora-

tion Fund; availability of 
amounts; allocation. 

Sec. 503. Authorized uses of fund. 
Sec. 504. Indian tribe defined. 
TITLE VI—LIVING MARINE RESOURCES 

CONSERVATION, RESTORATION, AND 
MANAGEMENT ASSISTANCE 

Sec. 601. Purpose. 
Sec. 602. Financial assistance to coastal 

States. 
Sec. 603. Ocean conservation partnerships. 
Sec. 604. Living Marine Resources Conserva-

tion Fund; availability of 
amounts. 

Sec. 605. Definitions. 
TITLE VII—FUNDING FOR STATE NATIVE 

FISH AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION 
AND RESTORATION 

Sec. 701. Amendments to findings and pur-
poses. 

Sec. 702. Definitions. 
Sec. 703. Conservation plans. 
Sec. 704. Conservation actions in absence of 

conservation plan. 
Sec. 705. Amendments relating to reim-

bursement process. 
Sec. 706. Establishment of Native Fish and 

Wildlife Conservation and Res-
toration Trust Fund; avail-
ability of amounts. 

TITLE VIII—ENDANGERED AND 
THREATENED SPECIES RECOVERY 

Sec. 801. Purposes. 
Sec. 802. Endangered and threatened species 

recovery assistance. 
Sec. 803. Endangered and threatened species 

recovery agreements. 
Sec. 804. Endangered and Threatened Spe-

cies Recovery Fund; avail-
ability of amounts. 

Sec. 805. Definitions. 
SEC. 3. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol-
lowing: 

(1) By establishing the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund in 1965, Congress deter-
mined that revenues generated by extraction 
of nonrenewable oil and gas resources on the 
Outer Continental Shelf should be dedicated 
to conservation and preservation purposes. 

(2) The Land and Water Conservation Fund 
has been used for over three decades to pro-
tect and enhance national parks, national 
forests, national wildlife refuges, and other 
public lands throughout the Nation. In past 
years, the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund has also provided States with vital re-
sources to assist with acquisition and devel-
opment of local park and outdoor recreation 
projects. 

(3) In 1978, the Congress amended the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund to authorize 
$900,000,000 of annual oil and gas receipts to 
be used for Federal land acquisition and 
State recreation projects. In recent years, 
however, the Congress has failed to appro-
priate funds at the authorized levels to meet 
Federal land acquisition needs, and has en-
tirely eliminated State recreation funding, 
leaving an unallocated surplus of over 
$12,000,000,000 for fiscal year 1999. 

(4) To better meet land acquisition needs 
and address growing public demands for out-
door recreation, the Congress should assure 
that the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
is used as it was intended to acquire con-
servation lands and, in partnership with 
State and local governments, to provide for 
improved parks and outdoor recreational op-
portunities. 

(5) The premise of using oil and gas re-
ceipts to meet conservation and preservation 
objectives also underlies the National His-
toric Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.). 
Revenues to the Historic Preservation Fund 
accumulate at a rate of $150,000,000 annually, 
but because the Congress has failed in recent 
years to appropriate the authorized 
amounts, the fund has an unallocated sur-
plus of over $2,000,000,000 for fiscal year 1999. 
To reduce the growing backlog of preserva-
tion needs, the Congress should assure that 
the Historic Preservation Fund is used as 
was intended. 

(6) Building upon the commitment to de-
vote revenues from existing offshore leases 
to resource protection through the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 (16 
U.S.C. 460l–4) and the National Historic Pres-
ervation Act (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.), the Con-
gress should also dedicate revenues from ex-
isting oil and gas leases to meet critical na-
tional, State, and local preservation and con-
servation needs. 

(7) Suburban sprawl presents a growing 
threat to open space and farmland in many 
areas of the Nation, with an estimated loss 
of 7,000 acres of farmland and open space 
every day. Financial resources and incen-
tives are needed to promote the protection of 
open space, farmland, ranchland, and forests. 

(8) National parks, national forests, na-
tional wildlife refuges, and other public 
lands have significant unmet repair and 
maintenance needs for trails, campgrounds, 
and other existing recreational infrastruc-
ture, even as outdoor recreation and user de-
mands on these resources are increasing. 

(9) Urban park and recreation needs have 
been neglected, with resulting increases in 
crime and other inappropriate activity, in 
part because the Congress has failed in re-
cent years to provide appropriations as au-
thorized by the Urban Park and Recreation 
Recovery Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 2501 et seq.). 

(10) Although the Endangered Species Act 
of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) has prevented 

the extinction of many plants and animals, 
the recovery of most species listed under 
that Act has been hampered by a lack of fi-
nancial resources and incentives to encour-
age States and private landowners to con-
tribute to the recovery of protected species. 

(11) Native fish and wildlife populations 
have declined in many parts of the Nation, 
and face growing threats from habitat loss 
and invasive species. Financial resources and 
incentives are needed for States to improve 
conservation and management of native spe-
cies. 

(12) Ocean and coastal ecosystems are in-
creasingly degraded by loss of habitat, pollu-
tion, over-fishing, and other threats to the 
health and productivity of the marine envi-
ronment. Coastal States should be provided 
with financial resources and incentives to 
better conserve, restore, and manage living 
marine resources. 

(13) The findings of the 1995 National Bio-
logical Survey study entitled ‘‘Endangered 
Ecosystems of the United States: A Prelimi-
nary Assessment of Loss and Degradation’’, 
demonstrate the need to escalate conserva-
tion measures that protect our Nation’s 
wildlands and habitats. 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this Act is to 
expand upon the promises of the Land and 
Water Conservation Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 
460l–4 et seq.) and the National Historic Pres-
ervation Act (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.) by pro-
viding permanent funding for the protection 
and enhancement of the Nations natural, 
historic, and cultural resources by a variety 
of means, including— 

(1) the acquisition of conservation lands; 
(2) improvement of State and urban parks; 
(3) preservation of open space, farmland, 

ranchland, and forests; 
(4) conservation of native fish and wildlife; 
(5) recovery of endangered species; and 
(6) restoration of coastal and marine re-

sources. 
SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) COASTLINE.—The term ‘‘coastline’’ has 

the same meaning that term has in the Sub-
merged Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 1301 et seq.). 

(2) COASTAL STATE.—The term ‘‘coastal 
State’’ has the meaning given the term 
‘‘coastal state’’ in the Coastal Zone Manage-
ment Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 1451 et seq.). 

(3) LEASED TRACT.—The term ‘‘leased 
tract’’ means a tract, leased under section 8 
of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act (43 
U.S.C. 1337) for the purpose of drilling for, 
developing and producing oil and natural gas 
resources, which is a unit consisting of ei-
ther a block, a portion of a block, a combina-
tion of blocks or portions of blocks (or both), 
as specified in the lease, and as depicted on 
an Outer Continental Shelf Official Protrac-
tion Diagram. 

(4) QUALIFIED OUTER CONTINENTAL SHELF 
REVENUES.—The term ‘‘qualified Outer Conti-
nental Shelf revenues’’— 

(A) except as provided in subparagraph 
(B)— 

(i) means all moneys received by the 
United States from each leased tract or por-
tion of a leased tract located in the Western 
or Central Gulf of Mexico, less such sums as 
may be credited to States under section 8(g) 
of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act (43 
U.S.C. 1337(g)) and amounts needed for ad-
justments and refunds as overpayments for 
rents, royalties, or other purposes; and 

(ii) includes royalties (including payments 
for royalty taken in-kind and sold), net prof-
it share payments, and related late-payment 
interest from natural gas and oil leases 
issued pursuant to the Outer Continental 
Shelf Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 1331) for such a 
lease tract or portion; and 

(B) does not include any moneys received 
by the United States under— 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1813 February 23, 1999 
(i) any lease issued on or after the date of 

the enactment of this Act; or 
(ii) any lease under which no oil or gas pro-

duction has occurred before January 1, 1999. 
SEC. 5. REDUCTION IN DEPOSITS OF QUALIFIED 

OCS REVENUES FOR ANY FISCAL 
YEAR FOR WHICH THOSE REVENUES 
ARE REDUCED. 

(a) REDUCTION IN DEPOSITS.—The amount of 
qualified Outer Continental Shelf revenues 
that is otherwise required to be deposited for 
a limited fiscal year into the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund, the Historic Preserva-
tion Fund, or any other fund or account es-
tablished by this Act (including the amend-
ments made by this Act) is hereby reduced, 
so that— 

(1) the ratio that the amount deposited 
(after the reduction) bears to the amount 
that would otherwise be deposited, is equal 
to 

(2) the ratio that the amount of qualified 
Outer Continental Shelf Revenues for the fis-
cal year bears to— 

(A) $2,050,000 for fiscal years 2000 and 2001; 
(B) $2,150,000 for fiscal years 2002, 2003, and 

2004; and 
(C) $2,300,000 for fiscal year 2005 and each 

fiscal year thereafter. 
(b) NO REDUCTION IN DEPOSITS OF INTER-

EST.—Subsection (a) shall not apply to de-
posits of interest earned from investment of 
amounts in a fund or other account. 

(c) LIMITED FISCAL YEAR DEFINED.—In this 
section, the term ‘‘limited fiscal year’’ 
means a fiscal year in which the total 
amount received by the United States as 
qualified Outer Continental Shelf revenues is 
less than— 

(1) $2,050,000, for fiscal years 2000 and 2001; 
(2) $2,150,000, for fiscal years 2002, 2003, and 

2004; and 
(3) $2,300,000, for fiscal year 2005 and each 

fiscal year thereafter. 
SEC. 6. LIMITATION ON USE OF AVAILABLE 

AMOUNTS FOR ADMINISTRATION. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

law, of amounts made available by this Act 
(including the amendments made by this 
Act) for a particular activity, not more than 
2 percent may be used for administrative ex-
penses of that activity. 
SEC. 7. BUDGETARY TREATMENT OF RECEIPTS 

AND DISBURSEMENTS. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

law, the receipts and disbursements of funds 
under this Act and the amendments made by 
this Act— 

(1) shall not be counted as new budget au-
thority, outlays, receipts, or deficit or sur-
plus for purposes of— 

(A) the budget of the United States Gov-
ernment as submitted by the President; 

(B) the congressional budget (including al-
locations of budget authority and outlays 
provided therein); or 

(C) the Balanced Budget and Emergency 
Deficit Control Act of 1985; and 

(2) shall be exempt from any general budg-
et limitation imposed by statute on expendi-
tures and net lending (budget outlays) of the 
United States Government. 

TITLE I—LAND AND WATER 
CONSERVATION FUND REVITALIZATION 

SEC. 101. AMENDMENT OF LAND AND WATER 
CONSERVATION FUND ACT OF 1965. 

Except as otherwise expressly provided, 
whenever in this title an amendment or re-
peal is expressed in terms of an amendment 
to, or repeal of, a section or other provision, 
the reference shall be considered to be made 
to a section or other provision of the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 (16 
U.S.C. 460l–4 et seq.) 
SEC. 102. EXTENSION OF PERIOD FOR DEPOS-

ITING AMOUNTS INTO FUND. 
Section 2 (16 U.S.C. 460l–5) is amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding subsection (a) 
by striking ‘‘During the period ending Sep-
tember 30, 2015, there shall be covered into’’ 
and inserting ‘‘There shall be deposited 
into’’; 

(2) in paragraph (c)(1) by striking ‘‘through 
September 30, 2015’’; and 

(3) in paragraph (c)(2)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘shall be credited to the 

fund’’ and all that follows through ‘‘as 
amended (43 U.S.C. 1331 et seq.)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘shall be deposited into the fund, subject 
to section 5 of the Resources 2000 Act, from 
amounts due and payable to the United 
States as qualified Outer Continental Shelf 
revenues (as that term is defined in section 
4 of that Act)’’; and 

(B) in the proviso by striking ‘‘covered’’ 
and inserting ‘‘deposited’’. 
SEC. 103. AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS. 

Section 3 (16 U.S.C. 460l–6) is amended by 
striking so much as precedes the third sen-
tence and inserting the following: 

‘‘APPROPRIATIONS 

‘‘SEC. 3. (a) Of amounts in the fund, up to 
$900,000,000 shall be available each fiscal year 
for obligation or expenditure without further 
appropriation, and shall remain available 
until expended. 

‘‘(b) Moneys made available for obligation 
or expenditure from the fund or from the 
special account established under section 
4(i)(1) may be obligated or expended only as 
provided in this Act. 

‘‘(c) The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
invest moneys in the fund that are excess to 
expenditures in public debt securities with 
maturities suitable to the needs of the fund, 
as determined by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, and bearing interest at rates determined 
by the Secretary of the Treasury, taking 
into consideration current market yields on 
outstanding marketable obligations of the 
United States of comparable maturity. Inter-
est earned on such investments shall be de-
posited into the fund.’’. 
SEC. 104. ALLOCATION AND USE OF FUND. 

Section 5 (16 U.S.C. 460l–7) is amended to 
read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 5. ALLOCATION AND USE OF FUNDS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Of the amounts made 
available for each fiscal year by this Act— 

‘‘(1) 50 percent shall be available for Fed-
eral purposes (in this section referred to as 
the ‘Federal portion’); and 

‘‘(2) 50 percent shall be available for grants 
to States. 

‘‘(b) USE OF FEDERAL PORTION.—The Presi-
dent shall, in the annual budget submitted 
by the President for each fiscal year, specify 
the purposes for which the Federal portion of 
the fund is to be used by the Secretary of the 
Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture. 
Such funds shall be used by the Secretary 
concerned for the purposes specified by the 
President in such budget submission unless 
the Congress, in an Act making appropria-
tions for the Department of the Interior and 
related agencies for such fiscal year, speci-
fies that any part of such Federal portion 
shall be used by the Secretary concerned for 
other Federal purposes as authorized by this 
Act. 

‘‘(c) FEDERAL PRIORITY LIST.—(1) For pur-
poses of the budget submission of the Presi-
dent for each fiscal year, the President shall 
require the Secretary of the Interior and the 
Secretary of Agriculture to prepare Federal 
priority lists for expenditure of the Federal 
portion. 

‘‘(2) The Secretaries shall prepare the lists 
in consultation with the head of each af-
fected bureau or agency, taking into account 
the best professional judgment regarding the 
land acquisition priorities and policies of 
each bureau or agency. 

‘‘(3) In preparing the priority lists, the Sec-
retaries shall consider— 

‘‘(A) the potential adverse impacts which 
might result if a particular acquisition is not 
undertaken; 

‘‘(B) the availability of land appraisal and 
other information necessary to complete an 
acquisition in a timely manner; and 

‘‘(C) such other factors as the Secretaries 
consider appropriate.’’. 
SEC. 105. EXPANSION OF STATE ASSISTANCE 

PURPOSES. 
Section 6(a) (16 U.S.C. 460l–8) is amended 

by striking ‘‘outdoor recreation:’’. 
SEC. 106. ALLOCATION OF AMOUNTS AVAILABLE 

FOR STATE PURPOSES. 
Section 6(b) (16 U.S.C. 460l–8) is amended to 

read as follows: 
‘‘(b) DISTRIBUTION AMONG THE STATES.—(1) 

Sums made available from the fund each fis-
cal year for State purposes shall be appor-
tioned among the several States by the Sec-
retary, in accordance with this subsection. 
The determination of the apportionment by 
the Secretary shall be final. 

‘‘(2) Two-thirds of the sums made available 
from the fund each fiscal year for State pur-
poses shall be distributed by the Secretary 
using criteria developed by the Secretary 
under the following formula: 

‘‘(A) 30 percent shall be distributed equally 
among the several States. 

‘‘(B) 70 percent shall be distributed on the 
basis of the ratio which the population of 
each State bears to the total population of 
all States. 

‘‘(3) One-third of the sums made available 
from the fund each fiscal year for State pur-
poses shall be distributed among the several 
States by the Secretary under a competitive 
grant program, subject to such criteria as 
the Secretary determines necessary to fur-
ther the purposes of the Act. 

‘‘(4) The total allocation to an individual 
State under paragraphs (2) and (3) for a fiscal 
year shall not exceed 10 percent of the total 
amount allocated to the several States under 
this subsection for that fiscal year. 

‘‘(5) The Secretary shall notify each State 
of its apportionment, and the amounts there-
of shall be available thereafter to the State 
for planning, acquisition, or development 
projects as hereafter described. Any amount 
of any apportionment that has not been paid 
or obligated by the Secretary during the fis-
cal year in which such notification is given 
and the two fiscal years thereafter shall be 
reapportioned by the Secretary in accord-
ance with paragraph (3), without regard to 
the 10 percent limitation to an individual 
State specified in paragraph (4). 

‘‘(6)(A) For the purposes of paragraph 
(2)(A)— 

‘‘(i) the District of Columbia shall be treat-
ed as a State; and 

‘‘(ii) Puerto Rico, the United States Virgin 
Islands, Guam, and American Samoa— 

‘‘(I) shall be treated collectively as one 
State; and 

‘‘(II) shall each be allocated an equal share 
of any amount distributed to them pursuant 
to clause (i). 

‘‘(B) Each of the areas referred to in sub-
paragraph (A) shall be treated as a State for 
all other purposes of this Act.’’. 
SEC. 107. STATE PLANNING. 

Section 6(d) (16 U.S.C. 460l–8(d)) is amended 
to read as follows: 

‘‘(d) STATE PLAN.—(1)(A) A State plan shall 
be required prior to the consideration by the 
Secretary of financial assistance for acquisi-
tion or development projects. In order to re-
duce costly repetitive planning efforts, a 
State may use for such plan a current State 
comprehensive outdoor recreation plan, a 
State recreation plan, or a State action 
agenda under criteria developed by the Sec-
retary if, in the judgment of the Secretary, 
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the plan used encompasses and promotes the 
purposes of this Act. No plan shall be ap-
proved for a State unless the Governor of the 
State certifies that ample opportunity for 
public participation in development and re-
vision of the plan has been accorded. The 
Secretary shall develop, in consultation with 
others, criteria for public participation, and 
such criteria shall constitute the basis for 
certification by the Governor. 

‘‘(B) The plan or agenda shall contain— 
‘‘(i) the name of the State agency that will 

have the authority to represent and act for 
the State in dealing with the Secretary for 
purposes of this Act; 

‘‘(ii) an evaluation of the demand for and 
supply of outdoor conservation and recre-
ation resources and facilities in the State; 

‘‘(iii) a program for the implementation of 
the plan or agenda; and 

‘‘(iv) such other necessary information as 
may be determined by the Secretary. 

‘‘(C) The plan or agenda shall take into ac-
count relevant Federal resources and pro-
grams and be correlated so far as practicable 
with other State, regional, and local plans. 

‘‘(2) The Secretary may provide financial 
assistance to any State for the preparation 
of a State plan under subsection (d)(1) when 
such plan is not otherwise available or for 
the maintenance of such a plan.’’. 
SEC. 108. ASSISTANCE TO STATES FOR OTHER 

PROJECTS. 
Section 6(e) (16 U.S.C. 460l–8(e)) is amend-

ed— 
(1) in subsection (e)(1) by striking ‘‘, but 

not including incidental costs relating to ac-
quisition’’; and 

(2) in subsection (e)(2) by inserting before 
the period at the end the following: ‘‘or to 
enhance public safety.’’. 
SEC. 109. CONVERSION OF PROPERTY TO OTHER 

USE. 
Section 6(f)(3) (16 U.S.C. 460l–8(f)) is amend-

ed— 
(1) by inserting ‘‘(A)’’ before ‘‘No prop-

erty’’; and 
(2) by striking the second sentence and in-

serting the following: 
‘‘(B)(i) The Secretary shall approve such 

conversion only if the State demonstrates 
that no prudent or feasible alternative ex-
ists. 

‘‘(ii) Clause (i) shall not apply to property 
that is no longer viable as an outdoor con-
servation or recreation facility due to 
changes in demographics, or that must be 
abandoned because of environmental con-
tamination which endangers public health 
and safety. 

‘‘(C)(i) The Secretary may not approve 
such conversion unless the conversion satis-
fies any conditions the Secretary considers 
necessary to assure the substitution of other 
conservation and recreation properties of at 
least equal market value and reasonable 
equivalent usefulness and location and which 
are in accord with the existing State Plan 
for conservation and recreation. 

‘‘(ii) For purposes of clause (i), wetland 
areas and interests therein, as identified in a 
plan referred to in that clause and proposed 
to be acquired as suitable replacement prop-
erty within the same State, that is otherwise 
acceptable to the Secretary shall be consid-
ered to be of reasonably equivalent useful-
ness with the property proposed for conver-
sion.’’. 
TITLE II—URBAN PARK AND RECREATION 

RECOVERY PROGRAM AMENDMENTS 
SEC. 201. AMENDMENT OF URBAN PARK AND 

RECREATION RECOVERY ACT OF 
1978. 

Except as otherwise expressly provided, 
whenever in this title an amendment or re-
peal is expressed in terms of an amendment 
to, or repeal of, a section or other provision, 

the reference shall be considered to be made 
to a section or other provision of the Urban 
Park and Recreation Recovery Act of 1978 (16 
U.S.C. 2501 et seq.). 
SEC. 202. PURPOSES. 

The purpose of this title is to provide a 
dedicated source of funding to assist local 
governments in improving their park and 
recreation systems. 
SEC. 203. AUTHORITY TO DEVELOP NEW AREAS 

AND FACILITIES. 
Section 1003 (16 U.S.C. 2502) is amended by 

inserting ‘‘development of new recreation 
areas and facilities, including the acquisi-
tion of lands for such development,’’ after 
‘‘rehabilitation of critically needed recre-
ation areas, facilities,’’. 
SEC. 204. DEFINITIONS. 

Section 1004 (16 U.S.C. 2503) is amended— 
(1) in paragraph (j) by striking ‘‘and’’ after 

the semicolon; 
(2) in paragraph (k) by striking the period 

at the end and inserting a semicolon; and 
(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(l) ‘development grants’— 
‘‘(1) means matching capital grants to 

units of local government to cover costs of 
development, land acquisition, and construc-
tion on existing or new neighborhood recre-
ation sites, including indoor and outdoor rec-
reational areas and facilities, and support fa-
cilities; and 

‘‘(2) does not include landscaping, routine 
maintenance, and upkeep activities; 

‘‘(m) ‘qualified Outer Continental Shelf 
revenues’ has the meaning given that term 
in section 4 of the Resources 2000 Act; and 

‘‘(n) ‘Secretary’ means the Secretary of the 
Interior.’’. 
SEC. 205. ELIGIBILITY. 

Section 1005(a) (16 U.S.C. 2504(a)) is amend-
ed to read as follows: 

‘‘(a) Eligibility of general purpose local 
governments to compete for assistance under 
this title shall be based upon need as deter-
mined by the Secretary. Generally, eligible 
general purpose local governments shall in-
clude the following: 

‘‘(1) All political subdivisions of Metropoli-
tan, Primary, or Consolidated Statistical 
Areas, as determined by the most recent 
Census. 

‘‘(2) Any other city or town within such a 
Metropolitan Statistical Area, that has a 
total population of 50,000 or more as deter-
mined by the most recent Census. 

‘‘(3) Any other county, parish, or township 
with a total population of 250,000 or more as 
determined by the most recent Census.’’. 
SEC. 206. GRANTS. 

Section 1006 (16 U.S.C. 2505) is amended by 
striking so much as precedes subsection 
(a)(3) and inserting the following: 

‘‘SEC. 1006. (a)(1) The Secretary may pro-
vide 70 percent matching grants for rehabili-
tation, development, and innovation pur-
poses to any eligible general purpose local 
government upon approval by the Secretary 
of an application submitted by the chief ex-
ecutive of such government. 

‘‘(2) At the discretion of such an applicant, 
a grant under this section may be trans-
ferred in whole or part to independent spe-
cial purpose local governments, private non-
profit agencies, or county or regional park 
authorities, if— 

‘‘(A) such transfer is consistent with the 
approved application for the grant; and 

‘‘(B) the applicant provides assurance to 
the Secretary that the applicant will main-
tain public recreation opportunities at as-
sisted areas and facilities owned or managed 
by the applicant in accordance with section 
1010. 

‘‘(3) Payments may be made only for those 
rehabilitation, development, or innovation 
projects that have been approved by the Sec-

retary. Such payments may be made from 
time to time in keeping with the rate of 
progress toward completion of a project, on a 
reimbursable basis.’’. 
SEC. 207. RECOVERY ACTION PROGRAMS. 

Section 1007(a) (16 U.S.C. 2506(a)) is amend-
ed— 

(1) in subsection (a) in the first sentence by 
inserting ‘‘development,’’ after ‘‘commit-
ments to ongoing planning,’’; and 

(2) in subsection (a)(2) by inserting ‘‘devel-
opment and’’ after ‘‘adequate planning for’’. 
SEC. 208. STATE ACTION INCENTIVES. 

Section 1008 (16 U.S.C. 2507) is amended— 
(1) by inserting ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—’’ before 

the first sentence; and 
(2) by striking the last sentence of sub-

section (a) (as designated by paragraph (1) of 
this section) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(b) COORDINATION WITH LAND AND WATER 
CONSERVATION FUND ACTIVITIES.—(1) The 
Secretary and general purpose local govern-
ments are encouraged to coordinate prepara-
tion of recovery action programs required by 
this title with State plans required under 
section 6 of the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund Act of 1965, including by allowing 
flexibility in preparation of recovery action 
programs so they may be used to meet State 
and local qualifications for local receipt of 
Land and Water Conservation Fund grants or 
State grants for similar purposes or for other 
conservation or recreation purposes. 

(2) The Secretary shall encourage States to 
consider the findings, priorities, strategies, 
and schedules included in the recovery ac-
tion programs of their urban localities in 
preparation and updating of State plans in 
accordance with the public coordination and 
citizen consultation requirements of sub-
section 6(d) of the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund Act of 1965.’’. 
SEC. 209. CONVERSION OF RECREATION PROP-

ERTY. 
Section 1010 (16 U.S.C. 2509) is amended to 

read as follows: 
‘‘CONVERSION OF RECREATION PROPERTY 

‘‘SEC. 1010. (a)(1) No property developed, 
acquired, or rehabilitated under this title 
shall, without the approval of the Secretary, 
be converted to any purpose other than pub-
lic recreation purposes. 

‘‘(2) Paragraph (1) shall apply to— 
‘‘(A) property developed with amounts pro-

vided under this title; and 
‘‘(B) the park, recreation, or conservation 

area of which the property is a part. 
‘‘(b)(1) The Secretary shall approve such 

conversion only if the grantee demonstrates 
no prudent or feasible alternative exists. 

‘‘(2) Paragraph (1) shall apply to property 
that is no longer a viable recreation facility 
due to changes in demographics or that must 
be abandoned because of environmental con-
tamination which endangers public health or 
safety. 

‘‘(c) Any conversion must satisfy any con-
ditions the Secretary considers necessary to 
assure substitution of other recreation prop-
erty that is— 

‘‘(1) of at least equal fair market value, or 
reasonably equivalent usefulness and loca-
tion; and 

‘‘(2) in accord with the current recreation 
recovery action plan of the grantee.’’. 
SEC. 210. AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS. 

Section 1013 (16 U.S.C. 2512) is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘APPROPRIATIONS 
‘‘SEC. 1013. (a) IN GENERAL.— 
‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT OF FUND.—There is es-

tablished in the Treasury of the United 
States a fund that shall be known as the 
‘Urban Park and Recreation Recovery Fund’ 
(in this section referred to as the ‘Fund’). 
The Fund shall consist of such amounts as 
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are deposited into the Fund under this sub-
section. Amounts in the fund shall only be 
used to carry out this title. 

‘‘(2) DEPOSITS.—Subject to section 5 of the 
Resources 2000 Act, from amounts received 
by the United States as qualified Outer Con-
tinental Shelf revenues there shall be depos-
ited into the fund $100,000,000 each fiscal 
year. 

‘‘(3) AVAILABILITY.—Of amounts in the 
fund, up to $100,000,000 shall be available 
each fiscal year without further appropria-
tion, and shall remain available until ex-
pended. 

‘‘(4) INVESTMENT OF EXCESS AMOUNTS.—The 
Secretary of the Treasury shall invest mon-
eys in the Fund that are excess to expendi-
tures in public debt securities with matu-
rities suitable to the needs of the Fund, as 
determined by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, and bearing interest at rates determined 
by the Secretary of the Treasury, taking 
into consideration current market yields on 
outstanding marketable obligations of the 
United States of comparable maturity. Inter-
est earned on such investments shall be de-
posited into the Fund. 

‘‘(b) LIMITATIONS ON ANNUAL GRANTS.—Of 
amounts available to the Secretary each fis-
cal year under this section— 

‘‘(1) not more that 3 percent may be used 
for grants for the development of local park 
and recreation recovery action programs 
pursuant to sections 1007(a) and 1007(c); 

‘‘(2) not more than 10 percent may be used 
for innovation grants pursuant to section 
1006; and 

‘‘(3) not more than 15 percent may be pro-
vided as grants (in the aggregate) for 
projects in any one State. 

‘‘(c) LIMITATION ON USE FOR GRANT ADMIN-
ISTRATION.—The Secretary shall establish a 
limit on the portion of any grant under this 
title that may be used for grant and program 
administration.’’. 
SEC. 211. REPEAL. 

Section 1015 (16 U.S.C. 2514) is repealed. 
TITLE III—HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

FUND 
SEC. 301. AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS. 

Section 108 of the National Historic Preser-
vation Act (16 U.S.C. 470h) is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(a)’’ before the first sen-
tence; 

(2) in subsection (a) (as designated by para-
graph (1) of this section) by striking ‘‘There 
shall be covered into such fund’’ and all that 
follows through ‘‘(43 U.S.C. 338),’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘Subject to section 5 of the Resources 
2000 Act, there shall be deposited into such 
fund $150,000,000 for each fiscal year after fis-
cal year 1998 from revenues due and payable 
to the United States as qualified Outer Con-
tinental Shelf revenues (as that term is de-
fined in section 4 of that Act),’’. 

(3) by striking the third sentence of sub-
section (a) (as so designated) and all that fol-
lows through the end of the subsection and 
inserting ‘‘Such moneys shall be used only to 
carry out the purposes of this Act.’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(b)(1) Of amounts in the fund, up to 

$150,000,000 shall be available each fiscal year 
after September 30, 1999, for obligation or ex-
penditure without further appropriation to 
carry out the purposes of this Act, and shall 
remain available until expended. 

‘‘(2) At least 1⁄2 of the funds obligated or ex-
pended each fiscal year under this section 
shall be used in accordance with this Act for 
preservation projects on historic properties. 
In making such funds available, the Sec-
retary shall give priority to the preservation 
of endangered historic properties. 

‘‘(c) The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
invest moneys in the fund that are excess to 
expenditures in public debt securities with 

maturities suitable to the needs of the fund, 
as determined by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, and bearing interest at rates determined 
by the Secretary of the Treasury, taking 
into consideration current market yields on 
outstanding marketable obligations of the 
United States of comparable maturity. Inter-
est earned on such investments shall be de-
posited into the fund.’’. 
TITLE IV—FARMLAND, RANCHLAND, OPEN 

SPACE, AND FORESTLAND PROTECTION 
SEC. 401. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this title is to provide a 
dedicated source of funding to the Secretary 
of Agriculture and the Secretary of the Inte-
rior for programs to provide matching grants 
to certain eligible entities to facilitate the 
purchase of conservation easements on farm-
land, ranchland, open space, and forestland 
in order to— 

(1) protect the ability of these lands to 
continue in productive sustainable agricul-
tural use; and 

(2) prevent the loss of their value to the 
public as open space because of non-
agricultural development. 
SEC. 402. FARMLAND, RANCHLAND, OPEN SPACE, 

AND FORESTLAND PROTECTION 
FUND; AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF FUND.—There is es-
tablished in the Treasury of the United 
States a fund that shall be known as the 
‘‘Farmland, Ranchland, Open Space, and 
Forestland Protection Fund’’ (in this title 
referred to as the ‘‘Fund’’). Subject to sec-
tion 5 of this Act, there shall be deposited 
into the Fund $150,000,000 of qualified Outer 
Continental Shelf revenues received by the 
United States each fiscal year. 

(b) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts in the Fund 
shall be available as provided in section 403, 
without further appropriation, and shall re-
main available until expended. 

(c) INVESTMENT OF EXCESS AMOUNTS.—The 
Secretary of the Treasury shall invest mon-
eys in the Fund that are excess to expendi-
tures in public debt securities with matu-
rities suitable to the needs of the Fund, as 
determined by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, and bearing interest at rates determined 
by the Secretary of the Treasury, taking 
into consideration current market yields on 
outstanding marketable obligations of the 
United States of comparable maturity. Inter-
est earned on such investments shall be de-
posited into the Fund 
SEC. 403. AUTHORIZED USES OF FARMLAND, 

RANCHLAND, OPEN SPACE, AND 
FORESTLAND PROTECTION FUND. 

(a) FARMLAND PROTECTION PROGRAM.—The 
Secretary of Agriculture may use up to 
$50,000,000 annually from the Farmland, 
Ranchland, Open Space, and Forestland Pro-
tection Fund for the Farmland Protection 
Program established under section 388 of the 
Federal Agriculture Improvement and Re-
form Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–127; 16 
U.S.C. 3830 note), as amended by section 404. 

(b) RANCHLAND PROTECTION PROGRAM.—The 
Secretary of the Interior may use up to 
$50,000,000 annually from the Fund for the 
Ranchland Protection Program established 
by section 405. 

(c) FOREST LEGACY PROGRAM.—The Sec-
retary of Agriculture may use up to 
$50,000,000 annually from the Fund for the 
Forest Legacy Program established by sec-
tion 7 of the Cooperative Forestry Assistance 
Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 2103c). 
SEC. 404. FARMLAND PROTECTION PROGRAM. 

(a) EXPANSION OF EXISTING PROGRAM.—Sec-
tion 388 of the Federal Agriculture Improve-
ment and Reform Act of 1996 (Public Law 
104–127; 16 U.S.C. 3830 note) is amended to 
read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 388. FARMLAND PROTECTION PROGRAM. 

‘‘(a) GRANTS AUTHORIZED; PURPOSE.—The 
Secretary of Agriculture shall establish and 

carry out a program, to be known as the 
‘Farmland Protection Program’, under which 
the Secretary shall provide grants to eligible 
entities described in subsection (c) to pro-
vide the Federal share of the cost of pur-
chasing permanent conservation easements 
in land with prime, unique, or other produc-
tive soil for the purpose of protecting the 
continued use of the land as farmland or 
open space by limiting nonagricultural uses 
of the land. 

‘‘(b) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 
the cost of purchasing a conservation ease-
ment described in subsection (a) may not ex-
ceed 50 percent of the total cost of pur-
chasing the easement. 

‘‘(c) ELIGIBLE ENTITY DEFINED.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘eligible entity’ means— 

(1) an agency of a State or local govern-
ment; 

(2) a federally recognized Indian tribe; or 
(3) any organization that is organized for, 

and at all times since its formation has been 
operated principally for, one or more of the 
conservation purposes specified in clause (i), 
(ii), or (iii) of section 170(h)(4)(A) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 and— 

(A) is described in section 501(c)(3) of the 
Code; 

(B) is exempt from taxation under section 
501(a) of the Code; and 

(C) is described in paragraph (2) of section 
509(a) of the Code, or paragraph (3) of such 
section, but is controlled by an organization 
described in paragraph (2) of such section. 

‘‘(d) TITLE; ENFORCEMENT.—Any eligible 
entity may hold title to a conservation ease-
ment described in subsection (a) and enforce 
the conservation requirements of the ease-
ment. 

‘‘(e) STATE CERTIFICATION.—As a condition 
of the receipt by an eligible entity of a grant 
under subsection (a), the attorney general of 
the State in which the conservation ease-
ment is to be purchased using the grant 
funds shall certify that the conservation 
easement to be purchased is in a form that is 
sufficient, under the laws of the State, to 
achieve the conservation purpose of the 
Farmland Protection Program and the terms 
and conditions of the grant. 

‘‘(f) CONSERVATION PLAN.—Any land for 
which a conservation easement is purchased 
under this section shall be subject to the re-
quirements of a conservation plan to the ex-
tent that the plan does not negate or ad-
versely affect the restrictions contained in 
the easement. 

‘‘(g) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The Sec-
retary of Agriculture may not use more than 
10 percent of the amount that is made avail-
able for any fiscal year under this program 
to provide technical assistance to carry out 
this section.’’. 

(b) EFFECT ON EXISTING EASEMENTS.—The 
amendment made by subsection (a) shall not 
affect the validity or terms of conservation 
easements and other interests in lands pur-
chased under section 388 of the Federal Agri-
culture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996 
(Public Law 104–127; 16 U.S.C. 3830 note) be-
fore the date of the enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 405. RANCHLAND PROTECTION PROGRAM. 

(a) GRANTS AUTHORIZED; PURPOSE.—The 
Secretary of Interior shall establish and 
carry out a program, to be known as the 
‘‘Ranchland Protection Program’’, under 
which the Secretary shall provide grants to 
eligible entities described in subsection (c) 
to provide the Federal share of the cost of 
purchasing permanent conservation ease-
ments on ranchland, which is in danger of 
conversion to nonagricultural uses, for the 
purpose of protecting the continued use of 
the land as ranchland or open space. 
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(b) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 

the cost of purchasing a conservation ease-
ment described in subsection (a) may not ex-
ceed 50 percent of the total cost of pur-
chasing the easement. 

(c) ELIGIBLE ENTITY DEFINED.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘eligible entity’’ means— 

(1) an agency of a State or local govern-
ment; 

(2) a federally recognized Indian tribe; or 
(3) any organization that is organized for, 

and at all times since its formation has been 
operated principally for, one or more of the 
conservation purposes specified in clause (i), 
(ii), or (iii) of section 170(h)(4)(A) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 and— 

(A) is described in section 501(c)(3) of the 
Code; 

(B) is exempt from taxation under section 
501(a) of the Code; and 

(C) is described in paragraph (2) of section 
509(a) of the Code, or paragraph (3) of such 
section, but is controlled by an organization 
described in paragraph (2) of such section. 

(d) TITLE; ENFORCEMENT.—Any eligible en-
tity may hold title to a conservation ease-
ment described in subsection (a) and enforce 
the conservation requirements of the ease-
ment. 

(e) STATE CERTIFICATION.—As a condition 
of the receipt by an eligible entity of a grant 
under subsection (a), the attorney general of 
the State in which the conservation ease-
ment is to be purchased using the grant 
funds shall certify that the conservation 
easement to be purchased is in a form that is 
sufficient, under the laws of the State, to 
achieve the conservation purpose of the 
Ranchland Protection Program and the 
terms and conditions of the grant. 

(f) CONSERVATION PLAN.—Any land for 
which a conservation easement is purchased 
under this section shall be subject to the re-
quirements of a conservation plan to the ex-
tent that the plan does not negate or ad-
versely affect the restrictions contained in 
the easement. 

(g) RANCHLAND DEFINED.—In this section, 
the term ‘‘ranchland’’ means private or trib-
ally owned rangeland, pastureland, grazed 
forest land, and hay land. 

(h) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary 
of the Interior may not use more than 10 per-
cent of the amount that is made available 
for any fiscal year under this program to 
provide technical assistance to carry out 
this section. 

TITLE V—FEDERAL AND INDIAN LANDS 
RESTORATION FUND 

SEC. 501. PURPOSE. 
The purpose of this title is to provide a 

dedicated source of funding for a coordinated 
program on Federal and Indian lands to re-
store degraded lands, protect resources that 
are threatened with degradation, and protect 
public health and safety. 
SEC. 502. FEDERAL AND INDIAN LANDS RESTORA-

TION FUND; AVAILABILITY OF 
AMOUNTS; ALLOCATION. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF FUND.—There is es-
tablished in the Treasury of the United 
States a fund that shall be known as the 
‘‘Federal and Indian Lands Restoration 
Fund’’. Subject to section 5 of this Act, there 
shall be deposited into the fund $250,000,000 of 
qualified Outer Continental Shelf revenues 
received by the United States each fiscal 
year. Amounts in the fund shall only be used 
to carry out the purpose of this title. 

(b) AVAILABILITY.—Of amounts in the fund, 
up to $250,000,000 shall be available each fis-
cal year without further appropriation, and 
shall remain available until expended. 

(c) ALLOCATION.—Amounts made available 
under this section shall be allocated as fol-
lows: 

(1) DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR.—60 per-
cent shall be available to the Secretary of 

the Interior to carry out the purpose of this 
title on lands within the National Park Sys-
tem, National Wildlife Refuge System, and 
public lands administered by the Bureau of 
Land Management. 

(2) DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE.—30 per-
cent shall be available to the Secretary of 
Agriculture to carry out the purpose of this 
title on lands within the National Forest 
System. 

(3) INDIAN TRIBES.—10 percent shall be 
available to the Secretary of the Interior for 
competitive grants to qualified Indian tribes 
under section 503(b). 

(d) INVESTMENT OF EXCESS AMOUNTS.—The 
Secretary of the Treasury shall invest mon-
eys in the fund that are excess to expendi-
tures in public debt securities with matu-
rities suitable to the needs of the fund, as de-
termined by the Secretary of the Treasury, 
and bearing interest at rates determined by 
the Secretary of the Treasury, taking into 
consideration current market yields on out-
standing marketable obligations of the 
United States of comparable maturity. Inter-
est earned on such investments shall be de-
posited into the fund. 
SEC. 503. AUTHORIZED USES OF FUND. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Funds made available 
pursuant to this title shall be used solely for 
restoration of degraded lands, resource pro-
tection, maintenance activities related to re-
source protection, or protection of public 
health or safety. 

(b) COMPETITIVE GRANTS TO INDIAN 
TRIBES.— 

(1) GRANT AUTHORITY.—The Secretary of 
the Interior shall administer a competitive 
grant program for Indian tribes, using such 
criteria as may be developed by the Sec-
retary to achieve the purpose of this title. 

(2) LIMITATION.—The amount received for a 
fiscal year by a single Indian tribe in the 
form of grants under this subsection may not 
exceed 10 percent of the total amount pro-
vided to all Indian tribes for that fiscal year 
in the form of such grants. 

(c) PRIORITY LIST.—The Secretary of the 
Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture 
shall each establish priority lists for the use 
of funds available under this title. Each list 
shall give priority to projects based upon the 
protection of significant resources, the se-
verity of damages or threats to resources, 
and the protection of public health or safety. 

(d) COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE PLANS.— 
Any project carried out on Federal lands 
with amounts provided under this title shall 
be carried out in accordance with all man-
agement plans that apply under Federal law 
to the lands. 

(e) TRACKING RESULTS.—Not later than the 
end of the first full fiscal year for which 
funds are available under this title, the Sec-
retary of the Interior and the Secretary of 
Agriculture shall jointly establish a coordi-
nated program for— 

(1) tracking the progress of activities car-
ried out with amounts made available by 
this title; and 

(2) determining the extent to which demon-
strable results are being achieved by those 
activities. 
SEC. 504. INDIAN TRIBE DEFINED. 

In this title, the term ‘‘Indian tribe’’ 
means an Indian or Alaska Native tribe, 
band, nation, pueblo, village, or community 
that the Secretary of the Interior recognizes 
as an Indian tribe under section 104 of the 
Federally Recognized Indian Tribe List Act 
of 1994 (25 U.S.C. 479a–1). 
TITLE VI—LIVING MARINE RESOURCES 

CONSERVATION, RESTORATION, AND 
MANAGEMENT ASSISTANCE 

SEC. 601. PURPOSE. 
The purpose of this title is to provide a 

dedicated source of funding for a coordinated 
program to— 

(1) preserve biological diversity and nat-
ural assemblages of living marine resources, 
and their habitat; and 

(2) provide financial assistance to the 
coastal States, private citizens, and non-
governmental entities for the conservation, 
restoration, and management of living ma-
rine resources and their habitat. 
SEC. 602. FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO COASTAL 

STATES. 
(a) AUTHORIZATION OF ASSISTANCE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may use 

amounts allocated to an eligible coastal 
State under subsection (b) to reimburse the 
State for costs described in paragraph (3) 
that are incurred by the State. 

(2) ELIGIBLE COASTAL STATES.—A coastal 
State shall be an eligible coastal State under 
paragraph (1) if— 

(A) the State has an Living Marine Re-
sources Conservation Plan that is approved 
under subsection (d); or 

(B) the Secretary determines that the 
State is making sufficient progress toward 
completion of such a plan. 

(3) COSTS ELIGIBLE FOR REIMBURSEMENT.— 
The costs referred to in paragraph (1) are the 
following: 

(A) The costs of developing an Living Ma-
rine Resources Conservation Plan pursuant 
to subsection (d), as follows: 

(i) Not to exceed 90 of such costs incurred 
in each of the first three fiscal years that 
begin after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(ii) Not to exceed 75 percent of such costs 
incurred in each of the fourth and fifth fiscal 
years that begin after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 

(iii) Not to exceed 75 percent of such costs 
incurred in the sixth or seventh year that be-
gins after the date of the enactment of this 
Act (or both), upon a showing by the State of 
a need for that assistance for that year and 
a finding by the Secretary that the plan is 
likely to be completed within that 2-fiscal- 
year period. 

(B) Not to exceed 75 percent of the costs of 
implementing and revising an approved con-
servation plan. 

(C) Not to exceed 90 percent of imple-
menting conservation actions under an ap-
proved conservation plan that are under-
taken— 

(i) in cooperation with one or more other 
coastal States; or 

(ii) in coordination with Federal actions 
for the conservation, restoration, or manage-
ment of living marine resources.– 

(4) EMERGENCY FUNDING.—Notwithstanding 
paragraph (1), the Secretary may reimburse 
a coastal State for 100 percent of the cost of 
conservation actions on a showing of need by 
the State and if those actions— 

(A) are substantial in character and design; 
(B) meet such of the requirements of sub-

section (d) as may be appropriate; and 
(C) are considered by the Secretary to be 

necessary to fulfill the purpose of this title. 
(5) IN-KIND CONTRIBUTIONS; LIMITATION ON 

INCLUDED COSTS.—(A) In computing the costs 
incurred by any State during any fiscal year 
for purposes of paragraphs (1) and (4), the 
Secretary, subject to subparagraph (B), shall 
take into account, in addition to each outlay 
by the State, the value of in-kind contribu-
tions (including real and personal property 
and services) received and applied by the 
State during the year for activities for which 
the costs are computed. 

(B) In computing the costs incurred by any 
State during any fiscal year for purposes of 
paragraphs (1) and (4)— 

(i) the Secretary shall not include costs 
paid by the State using Federal moneys re-
ceived and applied by the State, directly or 
indirectly, for the activities for which the 
costs are computed; and 
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(ii) the Secretary shall not include in-kind 

contributions in excess of 50 percent of the 
amount of reimbursement paid to the State 
under this subsection for the fiscal year. 

(C) For purposes of subparagraph (A), in- 
kind contributions may be in the form of, 
but are not required to be limited to, per-
sonal services rendered by volunteers in car-
rying out surveys, censuses, and other sci-
entific studies regarding living marine re-
sources. The Secretary shall by regulation 
establish— 

(i) the training, experience, and other 
qualifications which such volunteers must 
have in order for their services to be consid-
ered as in-kind contributions; and 

(ii) the standards under which the Sec-
retary will determine the value of in-kind 
contributions and real and personal property 
for purposes of subparagraph (A). 

(D) Any valuation determination made by 
the Secretary for purposes of this paragraph 
shall be final and conclusive. 

(b) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall allo-

cate among all coastal States the funds 
available each fiscal year under section 
604(b), as follows: 

(A) A portion equal to 2⁄3 of the funds shall 
be allocated by allocating to each coastal 
State an amount that bears the same ratio 
to that portion as the coastal population of 
the State bears to the total coastal popu-
lation of all coastal States. 

(B) A portion equal to 1⁄3 of the funds shall 
be allocated by allocating to each coastal 
State an amount that bears the same ratio 
to that portion as the shoreline miles of the 
State bears to the shoreline miles of all 
coastal States. 

(2) MINIMUM AND MAXIMUM ALLOCATIONS.— 
Notwithstanding paragraph (1), the total 
amount allocated to a coastal State under 
subparagraphs (A) and (B) of paragraph (1) 
for a fiscal year shall be not less than 1⁄2 of 
one percent, and not more than 10 percent, of 
the total amount of funds available under 
section 604(b) for the fiscal year. 

(c) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS TO STATES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Amounts allocated to a 

coastal State under this section for a fiscal 
year shall be available for expenditure by the 
State in accordance with this section with-
out further appropriation, and shall remain 
available for expenditure for the subsequent 
fiscal year. 

(2) REVERSION.—(A) Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), amounts allocated under 
subsection (b)(1) to a coastal State for a fis-
cal year that are not expended before the end 
of the subsequent fiscal year shall, upon the 
expiration of the subsequent fiscal year, re-
vert to the Fund and remain available for re-
allocation under subsection (b). 

(B) Subparagraph (A) shall not apply to 
amounts that are otherwise subject to re-
allocation under this paragraph if the Sec-
retary certifies in writing that the purposes 
of this title would be better served if the 
amounts remained available for use by the 
coastal State. 

(C) Amounts that remain available to a 
coastal State pursuant to a certification 
under subparagraph (B) may remain avail-
able for a period specified by the Secretary 
in the certification, which shall not exceed 2 
fiscal years. 

(d) APPROVAL OF COASTAL STATE LIVING 
MARINE RESOURCES CONSERVATION PLANS.— 

(1) SUBMISSION.—A coastal State that seeks 
financial assistance under this section shall 
submit to the Secretary, in such manner as 
the Secretary shall by regulation prescribe, 
an application that contains a proposed Liv-
ing Marine Resources Conservation Plan. 

(2) REVIEW AND APPROVAL.—As soon as is 
practicable, but no later than 180 days, after 
the date on which a coastal State submits 

(or resubmits in the case of a prior dis-
approval) an application for the approval of 
a proposed Living Marine Resources Con-
servation Plan, the Secretary shall— 

(A) approve the plan, if the Secretary de-
termines that the plan— 

(i) fulfills the purpose of this title; 
(ii) is substantial in character and design; 

and 
(iii) meets the requirements set forth in 

subsection (e); or 
(B) if the proposed plan does not meet the 

criteria set forth in subparagraph (A), dis-
approve the conservation plan and provide 
the coastal State— 

(i) a written statement of the reasons for 
disapproval; 

(ii) an opportunity to consult with the Sec-
retary regarding deficiencies in the plan and 
the modifications required for approval; and 

(iii) an opportunity to revise and resubmit 
the plan. 

(e) LIVING MARINE RESOURCES CONSERVA-
TION PLANS.—The Secretary may not approve 
an Living Marine Resources Conservation 
Plan proposed by a coastal State unless the 
Secretary determines that the plan— 

(1) promotes balanced and diverse assem-
blages of living marine resources; 

(2) provides for the vesting in a designated 
State agency the overall responsibility for 
the development and revision of the plan; 

(3) provides for an inventory of the living 
marine resources that are within the waters 
of the State and are of value to the public for 
ecological, economic, cultural, recreational, 
scientific, educational, and esthetic benefits; 

(4) with respect to species inventoried 
under paragraph (3) (in this subsection re-
ferred to as ‘‘plan species’’), provides for— 

(A) determination of the size, range, and 
distribution of their populations; and 

(B) identification of the extent, condition, 
and location of their habitats; 

(5) provides for identification of any sig-
nificant factors which may adversely affect 
the plan species and their habitats; 

(6) provides for determination and imple-
mentation of the actions that should be 
taken to conserve, restore, and manage the 
plan species and their habitats; 

(7) provides for establishment of priorities 
for implementing conservation actions de-
termined under paragraph (6); 

(8) provides for the monitoring, on a reg-
ular basis, of the plan species and the effec-
tiveness of the conservation actions deter-
mined under paragraph (6); 

(9) provides for review and, if appropriate, 
revision of the plan, at intervals of not more 
than 3 years; 

(10) ensures that the public is given oppor-
tunity to make its views known and consid-
ered during the development, revision, and 
implementation of the plan; 

(11) identifies and establishes mechanisms 
for coordinating conservation, restoration, 
and management actions under the plan with 
appropriate Federal and interstate bodies 
with responsibility for living marine re-
sources management and conservation; and 

(12) provides for consultation by the State 
agency designated under paragraph (2), as 
appropriate, with Federal and State agen-
cies, interstate bodies, nongovernmental en-
tities, and the private sector during the de-
velopment, revision, and implementation of 
the plan, in order to minimize duplication of 
effort and to ensure that the best informa-
tion is available to all parties. 
SEC. 603. OCEAN CONSERVATION PARTNERSHIPS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may use 
amounts available under section 604(b) to 
make grants for the conservation, restora-
tion, or management of living marine re-
sources. 

(b) ELIGIBILITY AND APPLICATION.—Any per-
son may apply to the Secretary for a grant 

under this section, in such manner as the 
Secretary shall by regulation prescribe. 

(c) REVIEW PROCESS.—Not later than 6 
months after receiving an application for a 
grant under this section, the Secretary 
shall— 

(1) request written comments on the 
project proposal contained in the application 
from each State or territory of the United 
States, and from each Regional Fishery Man-
agement Council established under the Mag-
nuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act (16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.), hav-
ing jurisdiction over any area in which the 
project is proposed to be carried out; 

(2) provide for the merit-based peer review 
of the project proposal and require standard-
ized documentation of that peer review; 

(3) after reviewing any written comments 
and recommendations received under sub-
section (c)(1), and based on such comments 
and recommendations and peer review, ap-
prove or disapprove the proposal; and 

(4) provide written notification of that ap-
proval or disapproval to the applicant. 

(d) CRITERIA FOR APPROVAL.—The Sec-
retary may approve a proposal for a grant 
under this section only if the Secretary de-
termines that the proposed project— 

(1) fulfills the purposes of this title; 
(2) is substantial in character and design; 

and 
(3) provide for the long-term conservation, 

restoration, or management of living marine 
resources. 

(e) PRIORITY CONSIDERATION.—In approving 
and disapproving proposals under this sec-
tion, the Secretary shall give priority to 
funding proposed projects that, in addition 
to satisfying the criteria of subsection (d), 
will— 

(1) establish or enhance existing coopera-
tion and coordination between the public and 
private sectors; 

(2) assist in achieving the objectives of a 
National Estuary, National Marine Sanc-
tuary, National Estuarine Research, Re-
serve, or other marine protected area estab-
lished under Federal or State law; or 

(3) assist in the conservation and enhance-
ment of essential fish habitat pursuant to 
the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act (16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.). 

(f) LIMITATION ON AMOUNT OF GRANTS.—The 
amount provided to a private person in a fis-
cal year in the form of a grant under this 
section may not exceed 2 percent of the total 
amount available for the fiscal year for such 
grants. 

(g) TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF GRANTS.— 
The Secretary shall require that each grant-
ee under this section shall conform with 
such record-keeping requirements, reporting 
requirements, and other terms and condi-
tions as the Secretary shall by regulation 
prescribe. 
SEC. 604. LIVING MARINE RESOURCES CON-

SERVATION FUND; AVAILABILITY OF 
AMOUNTS. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF FUND.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—There is established in the 

Treasury of the United States a fund which 
shall be known as the ‘‘Living Marine Re-
sources Conservation Fund’’. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The Fund shall consist of— 
(A) amounts deposited into the Fund under 

this section; and 
(B) amounts that revert to the Fund under 

section 602(c)(2). 
(3) DEPOSIT OF OCS REVENUES.—Subject to 

section 5 of this Act, from amounts received 
by the United States as qualified Outer Con-
tinental Shelf revenues each fiscal year, 
there shall be deposited into the Fund the 
following: 

(A) For each of fiscal years 2000 and 2001, 
$100,000,000. 

(B) For each of fiscal years 2002, 2003, and 
2004, $200,000,000. 
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(C) For each of fiscal year 2005 and each fis-

cal year thereafter, $300,000,000. 
(b) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Of amounts in the Fund, 

up to the amount stated for a fiscal year in 
paragraph (3) shall be available to the Sec-
retary for that fiscal year without further 
appropriation to carry out this title, and 
shall remain available until expended. 

(2) USE.—Of the amounts expended under 
this subsection for a fiscal year— 

(A) 2⁄3 shall be used by the Secretary for 
providing financial assistance to coastal 
States under section 602; and 

(B) 1⁄3 shall used by the Secretary for 
grants under section 603. 

(c) INVESTMENT OF EXCESS AMOUNTS.—The 
Secretary of the Treasury shall invest mon-
eys in the Fund that are excess to expendi-
tures in public debt securities with matu-
rities suitable to the needs of the Fund, as 
determined by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, and bearing interest at rates determined 
by the Secretary of the Treasury, taking 
into consideration current market yields on 
outstanding marketable obligations of the 
United States of comparable maturity. Inter-
est earned on such investments shall be de-
posited into the Fund. 
SEC. 605. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 
(1) COASTAL POPULATION.—The term ‘‘coast-

al population’’ means the population of all 
political subdivisions, as determined by the 
most recent official data of the Census Bu-
reau, contained in whole or in part within 
the designated coastal boundary of a State 
as defined in a State’s coastal zone manage-
ment program under the Coastal Zone Man-
agement Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 1451 et seq.). 

(2) FUND.—The term ‘‘Fund’’ means the 
Living Marine Resources Conservation Fund 
established by section 604. 

(3) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of Commerce. 

(4) LIVING MARINE RESOURCES.—The term 
‘‘living marine resources’’ means indigenous 
fin fish, anadromous fish, mollusks, crusta-
ceans, and all other forms of marine animal 
and plant life, including marine mammals 
and birds, that inhabit marine or brackish 
waters of the United States during all or 
part of their life cycle. 
TITLE VII—FUNDING FOR STATE NATIVE 

FISH AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION 
AND RESTORATION 

SEC. 701. AMENDMENTS TO FINDINGS AND PUR-
POSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Section 2(a) of the Fish and 
Wildlife Conservation Act of 1980 (16 U.S.C. 
2901(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘Fish and 
wildlife’’ and inserting ‘‘Native fish and wild-
life’’; 

(2) in paragraph (2)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘fish and wildlife, particu-

larly nongame fish and wildlife’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘native fish and wildlife, particularly 
nongame species’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘maintaining fish and wild-
life’’ and inserting ‘‘maintaining biological 
diversity’’; 

(3) in paragraph (3) by striking ‘‘fish and 
wildlife’’ and inserting ‘‘native fish and wild-
life’’; 

(4) in paragraph (4) by striking ‘‘nongame 
fish and wildlife’’ and inserting ‘‘native fish 
and wildlife’’; and 

(5) in paragraph (5) by striking ‘‘fish and 
wildlife’’ and all that follows through the 
end of the sentence and inserting ‘‘native 
fish and wildlife.’’. 

(b) PURPOSES.—Section 2(b) of the Fish and 
Wildlife Conservation Act of 1980 (16 U.S.C. 
2901(b)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘nongame fish and wildlife’’ 
each place it appears and inserting ‘‘native 
fish and wildlife’’; 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) 
as paragraphs (2) and (3), respectively, and 
inserting before paragraph (2) (as so redesig-
nated) the following: 

‘‘(1) to preserve biological diversity by 
maintaining natural assemblages of native 
fish and wildlife;’’; and 

(3) in paragraph (2), as redesignated, by in-
serting after ‘‘States’’ the following: ‘‘(and 
through the States to local governments 
where appropriate)’’. 
SEC. 702. DEFINITIONS. 

Section 3 of the Fish and Wildlife Con-
servation Act of 1980 (16 U.S.C. 2902) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2) by striking ‘‘fish and 
wildlife’’ and inserting ‘‘native fish and wild-
life’’; 

(2) in paragraph (3)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘fish and wildlife’’ and in-

serting ‘‘native fish and wildlife’’; and 
(B) by striking ‘‘development’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘and restoration’’; 
(3) in paragraph (4) by striking ‘‘fish and 

wildlife’’ and inserting ‘‘native fish and wild-
life’’; 

(4) by amending paragraph (5) to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(5) The term ‘native fish and wildlife’— 
‘‘(A) subject to subparagraph (B), means a 

fish, animal, or plant species that— 
‘‘(i) historically occurred or currently oc-

curs in an ecosystem, other than as a result 
of an introduction; and 

‘‘(ii) lives in an unconfined state; and 
‘‘(B) does not include any population of a 

domesticated species that has reverted to a 
feral existence. 

Any determination by the Secretary that a 
species is or is not a species of native fish 
and wildlife for purposes of this Act shall be 
final.’’; 

(5) by striking paragraph (6) and redesig-
nating paragraphs (7) and (8) as paragraphs 
(6) and (7), respectively; and 

(6) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(8) The term ‘Native Wildlife Fund’ means 

the Native Fish and Wildlife Conservation 
and Restoration Fund established by section 
11. 

‘‘(9) The term ‘qualified Outer Continental 
Shelf revenues’ has the meaning given that 
term in section 4 of the Resources 2000 Act.’’. 
SEC. 703. CONSERVATION PLANS. 

Section 4 of the Fish and Wildlife Con-
servation Act of 1980 (16 U.S.C. 2903) is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through 
(10) in order as paragraphs (2) through (11); 

(2) by inserting before paragraph (2) (as so 
redesignated) the following: 

‘‘(1) promote balanced and diverse assem-
blages of native fish and wildlife;’’; 

(3) in paragraph (3) (as so redesignated) by 
striking ‘‘nongame’’ and all that follows 
through ‘‘appropriate,’’ and inserting ‘‘na-
tive fish and wildlife’’; 

(4) in paragraph (4) (as so redesignated) by 
striking ‘‘(2)’’ and inserting ‘‘(3)’’; 

(5) in paragraph (5) (as so redesignated) by 
striking ‘‘problems’’ and inserting ‘‘factors’’; 
and 

(6) in paragraphs (7) and (8) (as so redesig-
nated) by striking ‘‘(5)’’ and inserting ‘‘(6)’’. 
SEC. 704. CONSERVATION ACTIONS IN ABSENCE 

OF CONSERVATION PLAN. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5 of the Fish and 

Wildlife Conservation Act of 1980 (16 U.S.C. 
2904) is amended— 

(1) in the section heading by striking 
‘‘nongame’’; 

(2) by striking subsection (c), and redesig-
nating subsection (d) as subsection (c); and 

(3) in subsection (c) (as so redesignated) 
by— 

(A) in the subsection heading, by striking 
‘‘NONGAME’; 

(B) striking ‘‘nongame fish and wildlife’’ 
and inserting ‘‘native fish and wildlife’’; and 

(C) striking ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon at 
the end of paragraph (1), striking the period 
at the end of paragraph (2) and inserting ‘‘; 
and’’, and adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(3) are consistent with the purposes of 
this Act.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 6 of 
the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act of 
1980 (16 U.S.C. 2905) is amended by striking 
‘‘section 5(c) and (d)’’ each place it appears 
and inserting ‘‘section 5(c)’’. 
SEC. 705. AMENDMENTS RELATING TO REIM-

BURSEMENT PROCESS. 
Section 6 of the Fish and Wildlife Con-

servation Act of 1980 (16 U.S.C. 2905) is 
amended— 

(1) in the section heading by striking 
‘‘NONGAME’’; 

(2) in subsection (a)(3) by striking 
‘‘nongame fish and wildlife’’; 

(3) in subsection (d) by striking ‘‘appro-
priated’’ and inserting ‘‘available’’; 

(4) in subsection (e)(2)— 
(A) in subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘1991’’ 

and inserting ‘‘2010’’; 
(B) in subparagraph (B)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘1986’’ and inserting ‘‘2005’’; 
(ii) by striking ‘‘section 5(d)’’ and inserting 

‘‘section 5(c)’’; 
(iii) by striking ‘‘nongame fish and wild-

life’’ and inserting ‘‘conservation’’; and 
(iv) by adding ‘‘or’’ after the semicolon; 
(C) by striking subparagraphs (C), (D), and 

(E); 
(D) by redesignating subparagraph (F) as 

subparagraph (C); 
(E) in subparagraph (C) (as so redesignated) 

by striking ‘‘nongame fish and wildlife’’ and 
inserting ‘‘native fish and wildlife’’; and 

(F) in subparagraph (C)(ii) (as so redesig-
nated) by striking ‘‘10 percent’’ and inserting 
‘‘50 percent’’; 

(5) in subsection (e)(3)— 
(A) in subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘1982, 

1983, and 1984’’ and inserting ‘‘2001, 2002, and 
2003’’; 

(B) in subparagraph (B) by striking 
‘‘nongame fish and wildlife’’; and 

(C) by amending subparagraph (D) to read 
as follows: 

‘‘(D) after September 30, 2010, may not ex-
ceed 75 percent of the cost of implementing 
and revising the plan during the fiscal 
year.’’; and 

(6) in subsection (e)(4)— 
(A) in subparagraph (A) by striking 

‘‘nongame fish and wildlife’’; and 
(B) in subparagraph (B) by striking ‘‘fish 

and wildlife’’ and inserting ‘‘native fish and 
wildlife’’. 
SEC. 706. ESTABLISHMENT OF NATIVE FISH AND 

WILDLIFE CONSERVATION AND RES-
TORATION TRUST FUND; AVAIL-
ABILITY OF AMOUNTS. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF FUND.—Section 11 of 
the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act of 
1980 (16 U.S.C. 2910) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 
‘‘SEC. 11. NATIVE FISH AND WILDLIFE CONSERVA-

TION AND RESTORATION FUND. 
‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF FUND.—(1) There is 

established in the Treasury of the United 
States a fund which shall be known as the 
‘Native Fish and Wildlife Conservation and 
Restoration Fund’. The Native Fish and 
Wildlife Conservation Fund shall consist of 
amounts deposited into the Fund under this 
subsection. 

‘‘(2) Subject to section 5 of the Resources 
2000 Act, from amounts received by the 
United States as qualified Outer Continental 
Shelf revenues each fiscal year, there shall 
be deposited into the Fund the following 
amounts: 

‘‘(A) For each of fiscal years 2000 and 2001, 
$100,000,000. 
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‘‘(B) For each of fiscal years 2002, 2003, and 

2004, $200,000,000. 
‘‘(C) For fiscal year 2005 and each fiscal 

year thereafter, $350,000,000. 
‘‘(3) The Secretary of the Treasury shall 

invest moneys in the Fund that are excess to 
expenditures in public debt securities with 
maturities suitable to the needs of the Fund, 
as determined by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, and bearing interest at rates determined 
by the Secretary of the Treasury, taking 
into consideration current market yields on 
outstanding marketable obligations of the 
United States of comparable maturity. Inter-
est earned on such investments shall be de-
posited into the Fund. 

‘‘(b) AVAILABILITY FOR REIMBURSEMENT TO 
STATES.—Of amounts in the Native Wildlife 
Fund— 

‘‘(1) up to the amount stated in subsection 
(a)(2) for a fiscal year shall be available to 
the Secretary of the Interior for that fiscal 
year, without further appropriation, to reim-
burse States under section 6 in accordance 
with the terms and conditions that apply 
under sections 7 and 8; and 

‘‘(2) shall remain available until ex-
pended.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 8 of 
the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act of 
1980 (16 U.S.C. 2907) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a) by striking ‘‘appro-
priated’’ and inserting ‘‘available’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b)— 
(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1) 

by striking ‘‘appropriated’’ and inserting 
‘‘available’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (1)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘8 percent’’ and inserting ‘‘2 

percent’’; and 
(ii) by striking ‘‘the purposes for which so 

appropriated’’ and inserting ‘‘the purposes 
for which the amount is available’’. 

TITLE VIII—ENDANGERED AND 
THREATENED SPECIES RECOVERY 

SEC. 801. PURPOSES. 
The purposes of this title are the following: 
(1) To provide a dedicated source of funding 

to the Fish and Wildlife Service and the Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service for the pur-
pose of implementing an incentives program 
to promote the recovery of endangered spe-
cies and threatened species and the habitat 
upon which they depend. 

(2) To promote greater involvement by 
non-Federal entities in the recovery of the 
Nation’s endangered species and threatened 
species and the habitat upon which they de-
pend. 
SEC. 802. ENDANGERED AND THREATENED SPE-

CIES RECOVERY ASSISTANCE. 
(a) FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary 

may use amounts in the Endangered and 
Threatened Species Recovery Fund estab-
lished by section 804 to provide financial as-
sistance to any person for development and 
implementation of Endangered and Threat-
ened Species Recovery Agreements entered 
into by the Secretary under section 804. 

(b) PRIORITY.—In providing assistance 
under this section, the Secretary shall give 
priority to the development and implemen-
tation of recovery agreements that— 

(1) implement actions identified under re-
covery plans approved by the Secretary 
under section 4(f) of the Endangered Species 
Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1533(f)); 

(2) have the greatest potential for contrib-
uting to the recovery of an endangered or 
threatened species; and 

(3) to the extent practicable, require use of 
the assistance— 

(A) on land owned by a small landowner; or 
(B) on a family farm by the owner or oper-

ator of the family farm. 
(c) PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE FOR RE-

QUIRED ACTIVITIES.—The Secretary may not 

provide financial assistance under this sec-
tion for any action that is required by a per-
mit issued under the Endangered Species Act 
of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) or that is other-
wise required under that Act or any other 
Federal law. 

(d) PAYMENTS UNDER OTHER PROGRAMS.— 
(1) OTHER PAYMENTS NOT AFFECTED.—Fi-

nancial assistance provided to a person 
under this section shall be in addition to, 
and shall not affect, the total amount of pay-
ments that the person is otherwise eligible 
to receive under the conservation reserve 
program established under subchapter B of 
chapter 1 of subtitle D of title XII of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3831 et 
seq.), the wetlands reserve program estab-
lished under subchapter C of that chapter (16 
U.S.C. 3837 et seq.), or the Wildlife Habitat 
Incentives Program established under sec-
tion 387 of the Federal Agriculture Improve-
ment and Reform Act of 1996 (16 U.S.C. 
3836a). 

(2) LIMITATION.—A person may not receive 
financial assistance under this section to 
carry out activities under a species recovery 
agreement in addition to payments under 
the programs referred to in paragraph (1) 
made for the same activities if the terms of 
the species recovery agreement do not re-
quire financial or management obligations 
by the person in addition to any such obliga-
tions of the person under such programs. 
SEC. 803. ENDANGERED AND THREATENED SPE-

CIES RECOVERY AGREEMENTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may enter 

into Endangered and Threatened Species Re-
covery Agreements for purposes of this title 
in accordance with this section. 

(b) REQUIRED TERMS.—The Secretary shall 
include in each species recovery agreement 
provisions that— 

(1) require the person— 
(A) to carry out on real property owned or 

leased by the person activities not otherwise 
required by law that contribute to the recov-
ery of an endangered or threatened species; 

(B) to refrain from carrying out on real 
property owned or leased by the person oth-
erwise lawful activities that would inhibit 
the recovery of an endangered or threatened 
species; or 

(C) to do any combination of subpara-
graphs (A) and (B); 

(2) describe the real property referred to in 
paragraph (1)(A) and (B) (as applicable); 

(3) specify species recovery goals for the 
agreement, and measures for attaining such 
goals; 

(4) require the person to make measurable 
progress each year in achieving those goals, 
including a schedule for implementation of 
the agreement; 

(5) specify actions to be taken by the Sec-
retary or the person (or both) to monitor the 
effectiveness of the agreement in attaining 
those recovery goals; 

(6) require the person to notify the Sec-
retary if— 

(A) any right or obligation of the person 
under the agreement is assigned to any other 
person; or 

(B) any term of the agreement is breached 
by the person or any other person to whom 
is assigned a right or obligation of the per-
son under the agreement; 

(7) specify the date on which the agree-
ment takes effect and the period of time dur-
ing which the agreement shall remain in ef-
fect; 

(8) provide that the agreement shall not be 
in effect on and after any date on which the 
Secretary publishes a certification by the 
Secretary that the person has not complied 
the agreement; and 

(9) allocate financial assistance provided 
under this title for implementation of the 
agreement, on an annual or other basis dur-

ing the period the agreement is in effect 
based on the schedule for implementation re-
quired under paragraph (4). 

(c) REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF PROPOSED 
AGREEMENTS.—Upon submission by any per-
son of a proposed species recovery agreement 
under this section, the Secretary— 

(1) shall review the proposed agreement 
and determine whether it complies with the 
requirements of this section and will con-
tribute to the recovery of endangered or 
threatened species that are the subject of the 
proposed agreement; 

(2) propose to the person any additional 
provisions necessary for the agreement to 
comply with this section; and 

(3) if the Secretary determines that the 
agreement complies with the requirements 
of this section, shall approve and enter with 
the person into the agreement. 

(d) MONITORING IMPLEMENTATION OF AGREE-
MENTS.—The Secretary shall— 

(1) periodically monitor the implementa-
tion of each species recovery agreement en-
tered into by the Secretary under this sec-
tion; and 

(2) based on the information obtained from 
that monitoring, annually or otherwise dis-
burse financial assistance under this title to 
implement the agreement as the Secretary 
determines is appropriate under the terms of 
the agreement. 
SEC. 804. ENDANGERED AND THREATENED SPE-

CIES RECOVERY FUND; AVAIL-
ABILITY OF AMOUNTS. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF FUND.— 
(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 

in the Treasury of the United States a fund 
that shall be known as the ‘‘Endangered and 
Threatened Species Recovery Fund’’. The 
Fund shall consist of such amounts as are 
deposited into the Fund under this section. 

(2) DEPOSITS.—Subject to section 5 of this 
Act, from amounts received by the United 
States as qualified Outer Continental Shelf 
revenues there shall be deposited into the 
Fund $100,000,000 each fiscal year. 

(b) AVAILABILITY.—Of amounts in the Fund 
up to $100,000,000 shall be available to the 
Secretary each fiscal year, without further 
appropriation, for providing financial assist-
ance under section 802, and shall remain 
available until expended. 

(c) INVESTMENT OF EXCESS AMOUNTS.—The 
Secretary of the Treasury shall invest mon-
eys in the Fund that are excess to expendi-
tures in public debt securities with matu-
rities suitable to the needs of the Fund, as 
determined by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, and bearing interest at rates determined 
by the Secretary of the Treasury, taking 
into consideration current market yields on 
outstanding marketable obligations of the 
United States of comparable maturity. Inter-
est earned on such investments shall be de-
posited into the Fund. 
SEC. 805. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 
(1) ENDANGERED OR THREATENED SPECIES.— 

The term ‘‘endangered or threatened spe-
cies’’ means any species that is listed as an 
endangered species or threatened species 
under section 4 of the Endangered Species 
Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1533). 

(2) FAMILY FARM.—The term ‘‘family farm’’ 
means a farm that— 

(A) produces agricultural commodities for 
sale in such quantities so as to be recognized 
in the community as a farm and not as a 
rural residence; 

(B) produces enough income, including off- 
farm employment, to pay family and farm 
operating expenses, pay debts, and maintain 
the property; 

(C) is managed by the operator; 
(D) has a substantial amount of labor pro-

vided by the operator and the operator’s 
family; and 
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(E) uses seasonal labor only during peak 

periods, and uses no more than a reasonable 
amount of full-time hired labor. 

(3) FUND.—The term ‘‘Fund’’ means the En-
dangered and Threatened Species Recovery 
Fund established by section 804. 

(4) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of the Interior or the 
Secretary of Commerce, in accordance with 
section 3 of the Endangered Species Act of 
1973 (16 U.S.C. 1532). 

(5) SMALL LANDOWNER.—The term ‘‘small 
landowner’’ means an individual who owns 50 
acres or fewer of land. 

(6) SPECIES RECOVERY AGREEMENT.—The 
term ‘‘species recovery agreement’’ means 
an Endangered and Threatened Species Re-
covery Agreement entered into by the Sec-
retary under section 803. 

ORGANIZATIONS SUPPORTING RESOURCES 2000 
America Oceans Campaign. 
Bay Area Open Space Council. 
Bay Area Ridge Trail Council. 
Bay Institute. 
California Police Activities League. 
Carquinez Strait Preservation Trust. 
Defenders of Wildlife. 
Earth Island Institute. 
East Bay Regional Park District. 
Environmental Defense Fund. 
Friends of the Earth. 
Friends of the River. 
Golden Gate Audubon Society. 
Greater Vallejo Recreation District. 
Izaak Walton League. 
Land Trust Alliance. 
Marin Conservation League. 
Martinez Regional Land Trust. 
National Conference of State Historic 

Preservation Officers. 
National Audubon Society. 
National Environmental Trust. 
National Parks and Conservation Associa-

tion. 
National Association of Police Athletic 

Leagues. 
National Wildlife Federation. 
Natural Resources Defense Council. 
Physicians for Social Responsibility. 
Preservation Action. 
Save San Francisco Bay Association. 
Save the Redwoods. 
Scenic America. 
Sierra Club. 
Society for American Archaeology. 
Trust for Public Land. 
U.S. Public Interest Research Group. 
Wilderness Society. 

EXCERPTS OF LETTERS SUPPORTING 
RESOURCES 2000 

‘‘America’s Resources 2000 would signifi-
cantly help our lands, oceans and creatures 
in the next millennium. Representative Mil-
ler and Senator Boxer have listened to the 
demand of the American people and are 
pushing for critical, much-needed funding for 
the environment.’’—Brent Blackwelder, 
President, Friends of the Earth. 

‘‘Congress ought to lay down the law: fed-
eral lands must be kept safe, even added to, 
instead as a national yard sale for wealthy 
corporations to raid for cheap resources. The 
Permanent Protection for America’s Re-
sources 2000 bill sends that message loud and 
clear.’’—Philip E. Clapp, President, National 
Environmental Trust. 

‘‘The Carquinez Strait Preservation Trust 
applauds your initiatives to provide protec-
tion for American resources . . . We strongly 
support your legislation.’’—Jerry Ashland, 
President, Carquinez Strait Preservation 
Trust. 

‘‘The Bay Area Open Space Council thanks 
you for your bold leadership in introducing 
the Permanent Protection for America’s Re-
sources 2000 legislation.’’—John Woodbury, 

Program Director, Bay Area Open Space 
Council. 

‘‘Millions of acres within our national 
parks are still privately owned and not pro-
tected because the federal government has 
failed to acquire the lands America wants 
preserved. Resources 2000 will provide the 
funding, not only this year, but in years to 
come, to secure these treasured places for 
the ages.’’—Tom Kiernan, President, Na-
tional Parks and Conservation Association. 

‘‘Your Resources 2000 offers the hope that 
permanent, annual funding will be secured 
for resource preservation goals.’’—Susan 
West Montgomery, President, Preservation 
Action. 

‘‘Implementation of Permanent Protection 
for America’s Resources 2000 would be a 
dream come true for conservationists and 
truly usher in a new millennium for wild-
life.’’—Rodger Schlickeisen, President, De-
fenders of Wildlife. 

‘‘We have been advocating for the use of 
the Land and Water Conservation Funds for 
land acquisition for several years, and we are 
very glad to see that this is one of the key 
elements in this proposed legislation.’’— 
Jerry Edelbrock, Executive Director, Marin 
Conservation League. 

CITIZEN GROUPS CALL LAND AND WATER 
PROTECTION A TOP LEGISLATIVE PRIORITY 

A broad range of citizen organizations 
today expressed support for the principles of 
the Permanent Protection for America’s Re-
sources 2000 initiative to be introduced this 
week by Rep. George Miller (D–CA) and Sen. 
Barbara Boxer (D–CA). The initiative pro-
vides guaranteed annual funding for con-
servation from the Land & Water Conserva-
tion Fund and other long-sought measures to 
protect America’s public lands, wildlife, and 
historical resources. Selected comments by 
environmental leaders follow. 

‘‘Implementation of Permanent Protection 
for America’s Resources 2000 would be a 
dream come true for conservationists and 
truly usher in a new millennium for wildlife. 
This far-sighted legislation is Defenders of 
Wildlife’s top legislative priority because it 
provides long-needed permanent protection 
for the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
as well as funding for endangered species re-
covery, restoration of public lands, ocean 
fish and wildlife, and native wildlife and 
plant programs.’’—Rodger Schlickeisen, 
President, Defenders of Wildlife. 

‘‘Sen. Boxer and Rep. Miller have outlined 
an inspired vision for protecting and restor-
ing the irreplaceable elements of our herit-
age for the future. This bill shows that we 
can find ways to protect all our resources, 
including the ocean and its creatures, with-
out the danger of incentives for unnecessary 
offshore oil drilling. We applaud their effort 
and look forward to working with them to 
ensure the vitality of our ocean and coastal 
resources for our children.’’—David 
Younkman, Executive Director, American 
Oceans Campaign. 

‘‘Citizens in communities all across the 
country voted last fall for over a hundred 
ballot and bond initiatives to protect Amer-
ica’s special places. Now it’s time for our 
lawmakers to catch up with the American 
people. The Congress should act quickly to 
pass this popular bill.’’—Carl Pope, Execu-
tive Director, Sierra Club. 

‘‘Millions of acres within our national 
parks are still privately owned and not pro-
tected because the federal government has 
failed to acquire the lands America wants 
preserved. Resources 2000 will provide the 
funding, not only this year, but in years to 
come, to secure these treasured places for 
the ages.’’—Tom Kiernan, President, Na-
tional Parks & Conservation Association. 

‘‘Resources 2000 is a bold, comprehensive 
approach to conservation. The legislation di-
rects money where it is desperately needed: 
to purchase land for bird and wildlife habi-
tat, to help endangered species recover, and 
to fight sprawl. Congressman Miller and Sen-
ator Boxer are to be commended for charting 
the course of conservation for the next cen-
tury. By providing permanent protection, 
our children will be able to enjoy the splen-
dors of our land and wildlife.’’—Dan Beard, 
Vice President for Public Policy, National 
Audubon Society. 

‘‘The National Wildlife Federation’s top 
priority for this Congress is passage of sig-
nificant long-term funding for wildlife and 
wild places for both federal and state pro-
grams. This proposal helps set the param-
eters to achieve a bipartisan victory for con-
servation funding this year.’’—Mark Van 
Putten, President & CEO, National Wildlife 
Federation. 

‘‘Now that we have successfully moved 
past the Cold War and large budget deficits, 
it is essential that we Americans invest in 
the stewardship of our natural resources and 
the sustainability of our environment for the 
benefit of our children and their children. 
Permanent Protection for America’s Re-
sources 2000 is a bold initiative to protect 
our precious natural and cultural heritage 
and the quality of life for all Americans. As 
we approach the millennium we must pass 
this program as our generation’s legacy for 
the future.’’—John Adams, President, Nat-
ural Resources Defense Council. 

Resources 2000 provides long-overdue fund-
ing for bipartisan conservation initiatives 
which will help Americans protect natural 
beauty, the character of their communities, 
and their heritage as we move into the new 
millennium.’’—Meg Maguire, Executive Di-
rector/President, Scenic America. 

‘‘A healthy ecosystem is the bedrock of a 
healthy society. The Miller/Boxer bills will 
help to preserve the biodiversity we need for 
the development of new medicines and vac-
cines, and safeguard the parks and recre-
ation areas so vital to human health and 
well-being. PSR is pleased to add its voice to 
the chorus of support for this important leg-
islation.’’—Robert K. Musil, Ph.D., Execu-
tive Director, Physicians for Social Respon-
sibility. 

‘‘We applaud Rep. Miller and Sen. Boxer 
for their effort to reinvigorate chronically 
underfunded land acquisition programs and 
provide much-needed funds to protect urban 
areas and open spaces and conserve fish and 
wildlife. Resources 2000 will provide a sub-
stantial down payment in the effort to pre-
serve and protect our natural heritage while 
protecting our coastal areas from increased 
offshore drilling.’’—Gene Karpinski, Execu-
tive Director, U.S. PIRG. 

‘‘America’s Resources 2000 would signifi-
cantly help our lands, oceans, and creatures 
in the next millennium. Rep. Miller and Sen. 
Boxer have listened to the demand of the 
American people and are pushing for critical, 
much-needed funding for the environ-
ment.’’—Brent Blackwelder, President, 
Friends of the Earth. 

‘‘It is vital that Congress adequately fund 
the programs that care for the public’s lands, 
whether in parks, national forests, wildlife 
preserves, or historic sites. Without ade-
quate funding, federal stewardship of the 
public’s lands will fall further and further 
behind, and America’s natural heritage will 
be lost to future generations. Congress ought 
to lay down the law: federal lands must be 
kept safe, even added to, instead of treated 
as a national yard sale for wealthy corpora-
tions to raid for cheap resources. The Perma-
nent Protection for America’s Resources 2000 
bill sends that message loud and clear.’’— 
Philip E. Clapp, President, National Environ-
mental Trust. 
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‘‘We welcome Rep. George Miller’s pro-

posal that joins with the Administration’s 
initiative and the previously introduced Sen-
ate and House bills, calling for full funding 
for the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
and much-needed support for fish and wild-
life to state agencies. We are especially en-
couraged by the expressed commitment of 
all parties to work cooperatively on these 
proposals with all those who have a stake in 
the nation’s natural resources to craft a 
landmark conservation bill in this Con-
gress.’’—Paul Hansen, Executive Director, 
Izaak Walton League of America. 

SIERRA CLUB, 
Washington, DC, February 19, 1999. 

DEAR SENATOR: Please support Permanent 
Protection for America’s Resources. 

On behalf of the more than half million 
members of the Sierra Club, I am writing to 
encourage you to support full and permanent 
funding for the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund this year. There are a number of posi-
tive initiatives underway that will increase 
this critical land acquisition fund, as well as 
support numerous other land protection pro-
grams such as farmland preservation and 
fish, wildlife and land restoration programs. 

In particular, I urge you to become an 
original cosponsor of a new bill to be intro-
duced shortly by Senator Barbara Boxer (D– 
CA). The Permanent Protection for Amer-
ica’s Resources 2000 Act builds upon the Clin-
ton Administration’s proposed new Land 
Legacy initiative by providing a secure 
source of funding for natural resource pro-
tection programs. 

Senator Boxer’s bill provides full and per-
manent annual funding of the LWCF, fund-
ing for local governments and States for con-
servation and recreation purposes, special 
funding for coastal states to conserve and re-
store marine resources; and farmland and 
open space preservation incentives. 

Senator Boxer’s bill stands in contrast to 
S. 25, a bill recently introduced by Senators 
Frank Murkowski (R–AK) and Mary Lan-
drieu (D–LA). The Murkowski/Landrieu bill 
shares the goal of funding important natural 
resource protection and wildlife programs, 
but unfortunately does this at the expense of 
our coastal environment. We are strongly op-
posed to this bill in its current form because 
it would encourage increased oil drilling by 
providing financial incentives to states 
based in part on the amount of drilling off 
their coasts. 

Thre has been some confusion about the re-
lationship of S. 25 to Teaming with Wildlife, 
a legislative proposal that received signifi-
cant support last year. The Sierra Club sup-
ported the Teaming with Wildlife proposal, 
which also generated funding for wildlife 
programs. However, we are actively opposed 
to the Murkowski/Landrieu bill due to the 
drilling incentives in this bill. 

Please consider becoming an original co-
sponsor of Senator Boxer’s bill. We also urge 
you not to cosponsor S. 25 unless the drilling 
incentives are completely removed from the 
bill. 

Sincerely, 
MELANIE L. GRIFFIN, 

Director, Land Protection Programs. 

FRIENDS OF THE RIVER, 
Sacramento, CA, February 19, 1999. 

Resupport for Resources 2000. 

Hon. BARBARA BOXER, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR BOXER: As California’s lead-
ing river conservation group, we would like 
to add our name to the list of those sup-
porting the Resources 2000 legislation that 
you and Congressman MILLER have authored. 

Your effort to provide substantial and per-
manent funding for the improvement acqui-

sition and maintenance of natural resource 
areas throughout the country is critical for 
preserving fisheries, wildlife habitat and out-
door recreation opportunities. Here in Cali-
fornia, it will clearly benefit our state’s won-
derful rivers and watersheds. 

We greatly appreciate your leadership in 
trying to find and direct the monies nec-
essary to support the Land and Water Con-
servation funds at the State and federal lev-
els, urban parks and recreation, endangered 
species recovery programs, historic preserva-
tion, fishery restoration, and the like. 

On behalf of Friends of the River’s 8,000 
members, we thank you for your good work 
and pledge to help see it through to success. 

Sincerely, 
BETSY REIFSNIDER, 

Executive Director. 

NATIONAL PARKS AND CONSERVATION 
ASSOCIATION PACIFIC REGIONAL 
OFFICE, 

Oakland, CA, February 12, 1999. 
Hon. BARBARA BOXER, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR BOXER: On behalf of the Na-
tional Parks and Conservation Association 
(NPCA), I would like to thank you for your 
leadership as you strive to achieve a fully 
funded Land and Water Conservation Fund. 
The ‘‘Permanent Protection for America’s 
Resources 2000’’ legislation, which you will 
be introducing with Congressman George 
Miller, represents a bold step in resolving 
the long standing gap between the list of 
lands identified as critical for the protection 
of our nation’s natural and cultural heritage 
and the funds necessary to acquire and re-
store them. NPCA strongly endorses the bill. 

Since its inception, the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund has often been the court 
of last resort for sensitive lands threatened 
by development. However, due to competing 
demands for these revenues generated by off-
shore oil profits, the Fund has never been al-
lowed to fulfill its mandate. As such, our na-
tional parks remain incomplete, native habi-
tat for fish and wildlife has been fragmented, 
and opportunities to recover endangered spe-
cies have been lost. With the number of 
threats to our nation’s heritage growing ex-
ponentially, it is clearly time to renew our 
commitment to a permanent, fully funded 
Land and Water Conservation Fund. 

NPCA looks forward to working with you 
and Congressman Miller in passing this im-
portant legislation. Thank you again. 

Sincerely, 
BRIAN HUSE, 

Regional Director. 

SOCIETY FOR AMERICAN ARCHAEOLOGY, 
Washington, DC, February 19, 1999. 

Hon. BARBARA BOXER, 
United States Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR BOXER: The Society for 
American Archaeology enthusiastically sup-
ports the ‘‘Permanent Protection for Amer-
ica’s Resources 2000’’ legislation that you 
will be introducing with Congressman 
George Miller. SAA believes this legislation 
is a comprehensive approach to insure long- 
term protection of not only natural re-
sources, but archaeological and historic sites 
as well. 

SAA applauds your joint efforts to fully 
fund the Land and Water Conservation Fund, 
the Historic Preservation Fund, and other 
programs that have long suffered from di-
minished financial support from the Con-
gress. SAA is particularly enthusiastic about 
the proposed annual funding for programs 
fundable through the Historic Preservation 
Fund at $150 million, including grants to the 
states and National Park Service. 

Enactment of this legislation will offer a 
comprehensive set of tools to help protect 

the cultural and natural environment in the 
future, and fulfills the Congressional intent 
of earlier laws, which mandated that income 
from offshore oil leases be directed towards 
the preservation of our country’s rich and di-
verse cultural and natural heritages. 

SAA looks forward to working with you 
and your staff in support of this legislation, 
and, ultimately, to securing its passage. 

Sincerely, 
VIN STEPONAITIS, 

President. 

PRESERVATION ACTION 
Washington, DC, February 12, 1999. 

HON. BARBARA BOXER, 
Senate Hart Office Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR BOXER: Preservation Action 
offers its support of your Permanent Protec-
tion for America’s Resources 2000 legislation. 
For too long, the portion of the revenue from 
offshore oil resources meant for natural and 
historic resource protection has gone unap-
propriated. Your Resources 2000 legislation 
offers the hope that permanent, annual fund-
ing will be secured for resource preservation 
goals. 

In particular, Preservation Action sup-
ports Resources 2000 because it includes con-
sideration for the Historic Preservation 
Fund (HPF). Established in 1977 and author-
ized at $150 million dollars annually since 
1980, the HPF over the last twenty years has 
never received more than about one-third its 
annual authorized amount. Indeed, near level 
funding for most of the 1990s meant that ap-
propriations were not even keeping pace 
with cost of living increases. Your bill will 
not only direct much-needed dollars to 
HPF’s core programs—tax credit certifi-
cation, Section 106 review, National Register 
survey work and nominations, and technical 
assistance—but ensures that the fund can 
meet preservation needs at all levels. 

Preservation Action is a national grass-
roots organization dedicated to advocating 
the goals of the historic preservation com-
munity. Since 1974, Preservation Action has 
worked to see historic preservation used to 
protect America’s past—its neighborhoods, 
landmarks, and architectural treasures—and 
build healthier communities. The best way 
to preserve and protect our historic re-
sources is to keep them viable for today. Re-
sources 2000, including its consideration of 
the HPF, is an important step towards this 
goal. 

Sincerely, 
SUSAN WEST MONTGOMERY, 

President. 

NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFI-
CERS, 

Washington, DC, February 16, 1999. 
Re: Historic Preservation Fund. 
Hon BARBARA BOXER, 
United States Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR BOXER: On behalf of the 
State Historic Preservation Officers, thank 
you for including the Historic Preservation 
Fund in your legislation ‘‘Permanent Protec-
tion for America’s Resources 2000,’’ to be in-
troduced with Congressman George Miller. 

Congress was extremely far-sighted two 
decades ago when it created the Land and 
Water Conservation and Historic Preserva-
tion Funds. The idea of dedicating a portion 
of the revenues generated by depleting non 
renewable resources to the conservation of 
irreplaceable natural and cultural resources 
is as powerful now as it was then. The fact 
that so little of the offshore oil revenues 
have been going for their intended purposes 
has been very frustrating to those trying to 
preserve the nation’s heritage. 

The National Historic Preservation Act 
programs, administered by partners in State, 
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local and tribal governments, provide the in-
frastructure for every community to identify 
and protect significant landmarks, to create 
incentives for reinvesting in existing settled 
areas as opposed to abandonment and 
‘‘sprawl,’’ and to encourage sustainable in-
dustries such as heritage tourism. These pro-
grams are an essential complement to great-
er assistance for federal properties in order 
to achieve a truly comprehensive program 
for America’s heritage. 

The National Conference of State Historic 
Preservation Officers thanks you for your 
leadership on this issue and looks forward to 
working with you and your staff in support 
of this legislation. 

Sincerely, 
ERIC HERTFELDER, 

Executive Director. 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POLICE 
ATHLETIC LEAGUES, 

North Palm Beach, FL, February 19, 1999. 
Hon. BARBARA BOXER, 
United States Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR BOXER: I am writing on be-
half of the National Association of Police 
Athletic Leagues (PAL) to support your leg-
islation to provide permanent funding for 
high priority resource preservation objec-
tives through the Permanent Protection for 
America’s Resources 2000. 

National PAL believes that participation 
in outdoor recreation provides important 
physical, mental, and social benefits to 
young people. Continued growth in demand 
for outdoor recreation opportunities has 
brought overcrowding to some areas, while 
budgetary constraints, environmental pollu-
tion, and open space availability to other 
uses has further added to the challenges we 
face. To effectively meet this challenge, fed-
eral recreation efforts must receive perma-
nent federal commitment to support public 
land acquisition and improvements, fish and 
wildlife programs, urban recreation and his-
toric preservation, and farmland and open 
space. 

We share in your vision of safe, clean, 
planned, and well-maintained recreation 
areas, available to all Americans. It is essen-
tial that funding of state and local recre-
ation areas increase to meet demand. These 
areas in particular bear the brunt of rec-
reational use but have not seen the increases 
in funding necessary to support the growth, 
rehabilitation, development, acquisition and 
improvements of recreation land. The Re-
sources 2000 initiative addresses the need to 
target funds and restore our national com-
mitment to the protection and preservation 
of our public resources. 

PAL Police Officers and volunteers work 
with young people and depend on public 
lands to provide diverse and high quality op-
portunities for recreation. Your concern for 
America’s Resources and passage of the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund legislation 
will guarantee that our PAL kids and future 
generations of Americans will be assured of 
our precious natural resources. 

We are proud to join you and Congressman 
George Miller in advocating support for Re-
sources 2000. If I may be of any assistance, 
please do not hesitate to call me at 561–844– 
1823. 

Sincerely, 
JOE WILSON, 

Executive Director. 

BAY AREA OPEN SPACE COUNCIL, 
February 18, 1999. 

Hon. GEORGE MILLER, 
United States House of Representatives, District 

Office, Concord, CA. 
RE: PERMANENT PROTECTION FOR 

AMERICA’S RESOURCES 2000 
CONGRESSMAN MILLER: The Bay Area Open 

Space Council thanks you for your bold lead-

ership in introducing the Permanent Protec-
tion for America’s Resources 2000 legislation. 
We would like to express our strongest sup-
port. 

The legislation proposes a comprehensive 
and thoughtful approach for effectively ad-
dressing national resource conservation 
needs. 

Utilizing offshore oil lease revenues for re-
source conservation is reasonable, practical, 
and consistent with the original intent and 
commitment of Congress in establishing the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund. 

This legislation is urgently needed. Our 
rapidly growing population is placing un-
precedented pressure on a wide range of irre-
placeable resources. The balanced package of 
programs in your legislation will enable our 
economy to grow, and our communities to 
prosper, by providing funding for the protec-
tion of many of the resources which underpin 
our economy and quality of life. 

The Bay Area Open Space Council is a co-
operative effort of approximately 40 land 
conservation organizations and agencies 
with responsibilities in the San Francisco 
Bay Area. We applaud your leadership in pro-
posing Permanent Protection For America’s 
Resources 2000, and commit to doing all we 
can to assist. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN WOODBURY, 

Program Director. 

By Mr. BURNS: 
S. 447. A bill to deem as timely filed, 

and process for payment, the applica-
tions submitted by the Dodson School 
Districts for certain Impact Aid pay-
ments for fiscal year 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions. 

DODSON SCHOOL DISTRICTS LEGISLATION 
Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I rise 

today to introduce a bill that may not 
impact our nation but will have an im-
pact on 120 students in my state of 
Montana. These students are victims of 
a bureaucratic bamboozle that should 
be an easily reconciled mistake. 

I would like to request the compas-
sion of my colleagues. We all make 
mistakes and sometimes these mis-
takes have a financial cost to us as in-
dividuals. However, in the case of the 
Dodson Public School District, a mis-
directed application could result in a 
loss of impact aid funding. As you all 
know, Impact Aid funding is necessary 
for areas that have no local revenue 
raising mechanism. 

This application was inadvertently 
sent to the wrong office within the De-
partment of Education by the deadline. 
Last year, we say how unbending the 
Internal Revenue Service was in terms 
of customer service—I would like to 
think the rest of the federal govern-
ment does not follow suit. According to 
the Department of Education, dead-
lines are deadlines. During hearing last 
year, Congress determined this is not 
the culture we would like to see in the 
Department of Education or any other 
arm of the nation’s federal govern-
ment. 

The loss of funds would likely mean 
the demise of the entire public school 
system—a system that serves many 
residents of the Fort Belknap Indian 
Reservation. The economic state of 
Montana’s reservations is not well and 

losing this school district would re-
quire many students additional trans-
portation costs and travel of over thir-
ty miles. Additionally, adjoining 
school districts and local governments 
would be extremely pressed to pick up 
the tab for additional education and 
transportation costs with much less 
proportionate revenue share. 

Dodson Public Schools in Dodson, 
Montana has a total enrollment of 120 
students in K–12. In grades K–8, 53% of 
the total 74 students reside on federal 
land. In grades 9–12, 31% of the total 46 
students reside on federal land. Of the 
total enrollment, 75% of the students 
are eligible for our free and reduced 
lunch program. 

Mr. President, I’m certain you’ll 
agree not many schools in America can 
rival the need for impact aid funds like 
Dodson’s schools. 

Now that you know the facts, I think 
you’ll agree we cannot ignore the 
plight of Dodson School District. This 
is a simple plea from a modest Mon-
tana community that would like to 
continue their rich, historic culture 
and legacy. 

Mr. President, as you know, it is the 
role of Congress to protect the students 
of our nation. This bill will fix an un-
fortunate situation that could happen 
to any state in our nation. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Hamp-
shire: 

S.J. Res. 11. A joint resolution pro-
hibiting the use of funds for military 
operations in the Federal Republic of 
Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) 
unless Congress enacts specific author-
ization in law for the conduct of those 
operations; read the first time. 
PROHIBITING THE USE OF FUNDS FOR MILITARY 

OPERATIONS IN THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF 
YUGOSLAVIA 
Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 

President, as President Reagan would 
say, ‘‘Here we go again.’’ This adminis-
tration is now on the verge of making 
a commitment of American forces to 
another 911 humanitarian crisis around 
the world, without the approval of Con-
gress. 

As I stand here today, the United 
States is poised to launch airstrikes 
against the sovereign nation of Federal 
Republic of Yugoslavia. Given the ap-
parent failure of the talks in France re-
garding the issue of the peacekeeping 
force, there is a real possibility that 
airstrikes may be imminent and that 
American forces, as part of a NATO 
force, may be committed in Kosovo. I 
would venture to say that many Amer-
icans would be hard-pressed to find 
Kosovo on a map; yet here again our 
sons and daughters are going to be 
asked to put their lives on the line for 
this administration without approval 
of their elected representatives in Con-
gress, and without any declaration of 
war. 

Mr. President, this is very, very dis-
turbing. I have spoken out in the past 
against the Bosnia operation. I have 
spoken out against our occupation of 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1823 February 23, 1999 
Haiti. But Kosovo is the last straw for 
me. Today I am introducing a bill to 
ensure that Congress exercises its con-
stitutional right of approval before this 
administration commits us to an act of 
war against a sovereign nation. If we 
are going to be taking offensive mili-
tary action, I don’t believe there ought 
to be any troops in any sovereign na-
tion unless there is a declaration of 
war, or at least a specific authorization 
by Congress. 

The resolution I am introducing sim-
ply says that there will be no troops 
committed in any force of any kind 
without a specific authorization from 
the U.S. Congress. I am going to call on 
my colleagues to join me in this effort 
before we get embroiled in another 
long-term conflict that is not in the 
United States’ interest. 

I want to make a few points about 
this. 

This administration apparently 
thinks nothing of committing an act of 
war without congressional approval— 
they will commit troops first, and 
come to us later and ask for our sup-
port. 

On the contrary, when President 
Bush wanted to repel Iraq from Ku-
wait, he came to the Congress—a Dem-
ocrat-controlled Congress—and Con-
gress authorized him to do that. He 
came here. He took his chance. He did 
the right thing. But that is not hap-
pening now. 

While this body has been wrestling 
with impeachment proceedings, Presi-
dent Clinton’s administration has been 
preparing to wage war. 

I want to repeat that. We were tied 
down here for almost 2 months talking 
about the impeachment of the Presi-
dent of the United States, and while we 
were doing that, the same President 
who was nearly removed from office 
was preparing to wage war against a 
sovereign nation without congressional 
approval. That is absolutely out-
rageous, and I am not going to stand by 
any longer and be silent about it. 

The administration has crafted a 
plan to fix the internal problems of a 
sovereign state. And it proceeds, then, 
to hold a so-called peace conference 
where it threatens to use lethal force 
against that sovereign state if they 
don’t accept the deal. The two parties 
are not even interested in an agree-
ment. They still want to fight. They 
have been fighting in that region of the 
world for centuries. So we jam an 
agreement down their throats. And 
here come U.S. forces, again in harm’s 
way, with no approval from Congress. 

Before we send our troops to another 
dangerous part of the world, which this 
President has been prone to do for a 
long time, we have a sacred responsi-
bility to these men and women to con-
sider the risks. We did not fight and 
win the Cold War so that—as the sole 
remaining superpower—we would get 
bogged down in parts of the world that 
the vast majority of Americans have 
never heard of. 

Kosovo is as much a part of Yugo-
slavia as New Hampshire is of the 

United States. We are dictating, under 
the threat of American military ac-
tion, the internal policy of the Federal 
Republic of Yugoslavia. It may be a 
policy that I despise, that I hate, that 
I am upset about. But do we have that 
right, without an act of war or some 
authorization from Congress? We may 
not like it. It may be horrible. But that 
alone is not a reason to go to war. 
Should we go to war in Zimbabwe or 
Ethiopia or some other nation where 
some other problems are occurring 
that we don’t like? Where do you draw 
the line? 

The administration tells us we must 
become involved in the internal affairs 
of a sovereign nation to prevent the 
spread of this conflict into neighboring 
nations, including perhaps NATO mem-
bers. This is a bogey-man argument. It 
is meant to scare us into resolving the 
conflict with the American military. 
This argument is false and it obscures 
the real issue of placing troops at risk 
in an area of the world where were we 
have no real interest to justify direct 
intervention. Frankly, I am tired of it. 
I am tired of risking American lives 
when we do not have American inter-
ests at stake. The precedent we would 
be setting by intervening in Kosovo is 
far more dangerous to American inter-
ests than the small risk that this con-
flict is going to spread somewhere. 
What other troubled Balkan region will 
we go to next? Montenegro? Mac-
edonia? Where do we stop, Mr. Presi-
dent? 

There was a letter to the Washington 
Post on February 20, written from a 
gentleman by the name of Alex N. 
Dragnich. He said: 

We are threatening to bomb the Serbs, not 
because they have invaded a foreign country 
but because they refuse to accept an agree-
ment which we have crafted, to resolve a do-
mestic conflict inside Yugoslavia and to per-
mit the entrance of NATO troops to enforce 
it. . . . 

That is what this is about 
More serious [he says] in the long run will 

be the precedent we would be creating. Our 
proposed actions would provide the argu-
ments to justify a power or a combination of 
powers to invade some country in search of 
justice for a minority or minorities. This 
could be some Arab states, perhaps in agree-
ment with Russia, or it could be China seek-
ing to take over Taiwan. 

The administration has created a sit-
uation where, no matter how the nego-
tiations conclude, our military people 
will likely be placed at risk. Let me 
correct that—they will be placed at 
risk. The recklessness with which this 
administration treats our men and 
women in uniform is shameful—shame-
ful. We had to fight in the Senate on 
this floor 2 years ago to get the admin-
istration to give them a pay raise. We 
fight on this floor to try to get a na-
tional missile defense to protect our 
own Nation—and we still cannot get it. 
If the parties do agree to a foreign 
military presence, then our troops will 
be committed to peace enforcement for 
more years than the administration is 
ready to admit; a lot more years than 

this administration has left in office. 
And they will be in great jeopardy from 
retaliation, not by one side, but by 
both sides. They will be in the middle 
of a civil war. 

If the Serbs do not agree, then this 
administration is prepared to send our 
troops into combat against an aggres-
sive nation that is well equipped to de-
fend itself from attack. Let there be no 
doubt, American lives will be endan-
gered. This is not Iraq where every-
thing is out in the open. There are 
SAM sites embedded in mountains. The 
Serbs have the capability to shoot 
down American aircraft. Remember 
that. 

We all remember the promises made 
by the administration about Bosnia. 
They said the troops will be out in a 
year. It was one year, then another 
year, then another; now it is 3 years, 
with no end in sight, and it’s cost $10 
billion. Most of the time the President 
didn’t even fund the operation; he took 
it out of funds for the troops, he raided 
their equipment modernization ac-
counts to fund it. One of the primary 
reasons given by the administration, 
justifying the Bosnia intervention, was 
it would stabilize the region—yet today 
we are about to commit American 
troops to intervening in a new unstable 
region, Kosovo. 

We field an army, not a Salvation 
Army. Our military is woefully under-
funded. We need $125 billion over the 
next 5 years just to recover from where 
this administration has cut us. There 
are mounting concerns about readi-
ness. Should a crisis emerge that truly 
does endanger America’s legitimate in-
terests, what happens? By volunteering 
to send forces to Kosovo, the President 
is again stretching our military too 
thin. The President is not just risking 
the lives of soldiers sent to the region, 
but also our troops around the world. 
And for what? 

Later on today we are going to be de-
bating pay increases and retirement 
benefits for our troops. That is a seri-
ous need. The operations tempo that 
we require from our troops is a serious 
concern as well. Yet as we try to help 
on these problems, the administration 
once again overextends our forces. 
There are troops that have been in 
three or four hot spots in the last 3 
years. Some have been in Bosnia, some 
have been in the Persian Gulf, some 
have been in Haiti, some have been in 
Korea, and there will probably be a 
fifth one, Kosovo, for some people. How 
much more can we take? 

The administration says the possible 
troop commitment for peace enforce-
ment in Kosovo is only for 4,000 troops. 
In the military there is the three-times 
rule. Not only do we commit those 4,000 
on the ground, but 4,000 more are pre-
paring to go and 4,000 are recovering 
from being deployed there. This 4,000- 
man operation ties up 12,000 troops. In 
truth, a four-times rule is probably 
more realistic, so it is more like 16,000. 

We are already facing serious prob-
lems in recruiting, spare parts, and 
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other results of this high operating 
tempo. The administration has 
strained the budget of the Defense De-
partment to the limit, and our troops 
are going to be the losers because of it. 
We simply cannot ask our military to 
do more and more with less. That is 
what this President has continued to 
do. 

Mr. President, we are 7,000 troops 
down in recruitment for the U.S. Navy. 
We don’t even have enough sailors to 
man our ships. We are short 23,000 re-
cruits in the U.S. Army. Spare parts 
bins are empty in military bases all 
over this country. They cannot repair 
some vehicles— they are just too old. 
And yet here is the administration, 
ready to send them into Kosovo. 

In conclusion, throughout the Cold 
War we fought to protect the rights of 
sovereign nations to conduct them-
selves according to their own laws. We 
fought World War II over the same 
thing. In the Gulf War we sent Amer-
ican soldiers to war to turn back an 
unlawful and immoral invasion of the 
sovereign nation of Kuwait. There was 
much disagreement over that policy, 
but it was an attack of one sovereign 
nation on another. Now, look at what 
has happened in just 8 years. Today we 
find our commitment to sovereignty 
turned on its head. 

Let me issue a warning. The KLA, 
the Kosovo Liberation Army—these are 
not Boy Scouts. Neither is Slobodan 
Milosevic. This is going to be a bloody 
mess, and we are going to be right in 
the middle of it. The KLA started a 
war that it cannot finish and now the 
administration wants U.S. pilots serve 
as its Air Force the American people 
know what we are spending in Bosnia— 
$4 billion a year and growing, now add-
ing to that in Kosovo, and at the same 
time not yet deploying a missile de-
fense system for this country which is 
imperative for the security of our own 
people and our troops wherever they 
may be in the world. 

I applaud the efforts of the Senator 
from New Hampshire. I certainly hope 
that we will get a chance to talk about 
this. I look forward to having the lead-
ers in Congress stand up and say, What 
is the policy; how many more times are 
we going to put troops in harm’s way, 
paid for by the taxpayers of America, 
when there is no exit strategy, there is 
no plan, there is no rotation out, there 
is no temporariness about this. It is 
open-ended. 

I applaud my colleague from New 
Hampshire, and I hope that the Senate 
will address this before we have a fait 
accompli, troops on the ground, as we 
have had in Bosnia in an unending mis-
sion, with no strategy, no plan and no 
exit. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
S. 4 

At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
4, a bill to improve pay and retirement 
equity for members of the Armed 
Forces; and for other purposes. 

At the request of Mr. BUNNING, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 4, 
supra. 

S. 25 

At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, the 
name of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. BOND) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 25, a bill to provide Coastal Impact 
Assistance to State and local govern-
ments, to amend the Outer Continental 
Shelf Lands Act Amendments of 1978, 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
Act of 1965, the Urban Park and Recre-
ation Recovery Act, and the Federal 
Aid in Wildlife Restoration Act (com-
monly referred to as the Pittman-Rob-
ertson Act) to establish a fund to meet 
the outdoor conservation and recre-
ation needs of the American people, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 26 

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. TORRICELLI) and the Senator from 
Rhode Island (Mr. REED) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 26, a bill entitled the 
‘‘Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act of 
1999’’. 

S. 98 

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. CAMPBELL) and the Senator from 
Kentucky (Mr. BUNNING) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 98, a bill to authorize 
appropriations for the Surface Trans-
portation Board for fiscal years 1999, 
2000, 2001, and 2002, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 185 

At the request of Mr. ASHCROFT, the 
names of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. THOMAS) and the Senator from 
Maine (Ms. COLLINS) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 185, a bill to establish a 
Chief Agricultural Negotiator in the 
Office of the United States Trade Rep-
resentative. 

S. 197 

At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
names of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) and the Senator from 
Florida (Mr. GRAHAM) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 197, a bill to amend the 
Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act to 
direct the Secretary of the Interior to 
cease mineral leasing activity on the 
outer Continental Shelf seaward of a 
coastal State that has declared a mora-
torium on mineral exploration, devel-
opment, or production activity in 
State water. 

S. 218 

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the 
name of the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. HAGEL) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 218, a bill to amend the Har-
monized Tariff Schedule of the United 
States to provide for equitable duty 
treatment for certain wool used in 
making suits. 

S. 258 

At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 
name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. FEINGOLD) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 258, a bill to authorize addi-
tional rounds of base closures and re-

alignments under the Defense Base Clo-
sure and Realignment Act of 1990 in 
2001 and 2003, and for other purposes. 

S. 271 
At the request of Mr. FRIST, the 

names of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
GRASSLEY) and the Senator from Rhode 
Island (Mr. CHAFEE) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 271, a bill to provide for 
education flexibility partnerships. 

S. 274 
At the request of Mr. COVERDELL, the 

name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. ABRAHAM) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 274, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to increase 
the maximum taxable income for the 
15 percent rate bracket. 

S. 279 
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 

name of the Senator from Kentucky 
(Mr. BUNNING) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 279, a bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to eliminate the 
earnings test for individuals who have 
attained retirement age. 

S. 280 
At the request of Mr. FRIST, the 

names of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
GRASSLEY) and the Senator from Rhode 
Island (Mr. CHAFEE) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 280, a bill to provide for 
education flexibility partnerships. 

S. 311 
At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 

names of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
INOUYE), the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KENNEDY) and the Senator 
from Wisconsin (Mr. FEINGOLD) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 311, a bill to 
authorize the Disabled Veterans’ LIFE 
Memorial Foundation to establish a 
memorial in the District of Columbia 
or its environs, and for other purposes. 

S. 312 
At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 

name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. FEINGOLD) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 312, a bill to require certain 
entities that operate homeless shelters 
to identify and provide certain coun-
seling to homeless veterans, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 314 
At the request of Mr. BOND, the name 

of the Senator from Vermont (Mr. 
LEAHY) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
314, a bill to provide for a loan guar-
antee program to address the Year 2000 
computer problems of small business 
concerns, and for other purposes. 

S. 315 
At the request of Mr. ASHCROFT, the 

name of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. THOMAS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 315, a bill to amend the Agricul-
tural Trade Act of 1978 to require the 
President to report to Congress on any 
selective embargo on agricultural com-
modities, to provide a termination date 
for the embargo, to provide greater as-
surances for contract sanctity, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 346 
At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the 

name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. HELMS) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 346, a bill to amend title 
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XIX of the Social Security Act to pro-
hibit the recoupment of funds recov-
ered by States from one or more to-
bacco manufacturers. 

S. 348 

At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
348, a bill to authorize and facilitate a 
program to enhance training, research 
and development, energy conservation 
and efficiency, and consumer education 
in the oilheat industry for the benefit 
of oilheat consumers and the public, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 403 

At the request of Mr. ALLARD, the 
name of the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. INHOFE) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 403, a bill to prohibit implementa-
tion of ‘‘Know Your Customer’’ regula-
tions by the Federal banking agencies. 

S. 427 

At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the 
names of the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. COVERDELL) and the Senator from 
Minnesota (Mr. GRAMS) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 427, a bill to improve 
congressional deliberation on proposed 
Federal private sector mandates, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 433 

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. HELMS) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 433, a bill to amend the 
Alcoholic Beverage Labeling Act of 
1988 to prohibit additional statements 
and representations relating to alco-
holic beverages and health, and for 
other purposes. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 7 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. SMITH), the Senator from Ar-
izona (Mr. KYL) and the Senator from 
Nebraska (Mr. HAGEL) were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
7, a joint resolution proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States to require a balanced 
budget. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 5 

At the request of Mr. BROWNBACK, the 
names of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. ALLARD), the Senator from Alaska 
(Mr. STEVENS), the Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr. BOND), the Senator from 
Alabama (Mr. SHELBY), the Senator 
from Montana (Mr. BAUCUS), the Sen-
ator from Iowa (Mr. HARKIN), the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin (Mr. KOHL), and 
the Senator from California (Mrs. 
BOXER) were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 5, a con-
current resolution expressing congres-
sional opposition to the unilateral dec-
laration of a Palestinian state and urg-
ing the President to assert clearly 
United States opposition to such a uni-
lateral declaration of statehood. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 26 

At the request of Mr. MURKOWSKI, the 
name of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. BREAUX) was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Resolution 26, a resolution 

relating to Taiwan’s Participation in 
the World Health Organization. 

AMENDMENT NO. 6 
At the request of Mr. CLELAND, the 

names of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. BINGAMAN) and the Senator from 
Louisiana (Ms. LANDRIEU) were added 
as cosponsors of amendment No. 6 pro-
posed to S. 4, a bill to improve pay and 
retirement equity for members of the 
Armed Forces; and for other purposes. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 48—DESIG-
NATING NATIONAL GIRL SCOUT 
WEEK 

Mrs. HUTCHISON (for herself and 
Ms. MIKULSKI) submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary: 

S. RES. 48 

Whereas March 12, 1999, is the 87th anniver-
sary of the founding of the Girl Scouts of the 
United States of America; 

Whereas on March 16, 1950, the Girl Scouts 
became the first national organization for 
girls to be granted a Federal charter by Con-
gress; 

Whereas through annual reports required 
to be submitted to Congress by its charter, 
the Girl Scouts regularly informs Congress 
of its progress and program initiatives; 

Whereas the Girl Scouts is dedicated to in-
spiring girls and young women with the 
highest ideals of character, conduct, and 
service to others so that they may become 
model citizens in their communities; 

Whereas the Girl Scouts offers girls aged 5 
through 17 a variety of opportunities to de-
velop strong values and life skills and pro-
vides a wide range of activities to meet girls’ 
interests and needs; 

Whereas the Girl Scouts has a membership 
of nearly 3,000,000 girls and over 850,000 adult 
volunteers, and is one of the preeminent or-
ganizations in the United States committed 
to girls growing strong in mind, body, and 
spirit; and 

Whereas by fostering in girls and young 
women the qualities on which the strength 
of the United States depends, the Girl 
Scouts, for 87 years, has significantly con-
tributed to the advancement of the United 
States: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) designates the week beginning March 7, 

1999, as ‘‘National Girl Scout Week’’; and 
(2) requests the President to issue a procla-

mation designating the week beginning 
March 7, 1999, as ‘‘National Girl Scout Week’’ 
and calling on the people of the United 
States to observe the day with appropriate 
ceremonies and activities. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
rise today to submit an important res-
olution recognizing the Girl Scouts of 
America. 

This year commemorates the 87th an-
niversary of the founding of this out-
standing organization. On March 16, 
1950, the Girl Scouts of the United 
States of America became the first na-
tional organization for girls to be 
granted a Federal charter by Congress. 

The Girl Scout Organization has long 
been dedicated to inspiring girls and 
young women with the highest ideals 
of character, conduct, and service to 
others to that they may become model 
citizens in their communities. 

For 86 years, the Girl Scout move-
ment has provided valuable leadership 

skills for countless girls and young 
women across the nation. Today, over-
all membership in the Girl Scouts is 
the highest it has been in 26 years, with 
2.7 million girls and over 850,000 adult 
volunteers. I am proud to say that I, 
too, was a Girl Scout. 

I am pleased to be joined by Senator 
MIKULSKI in introducing this legisla-
tion, which would designate the week 
beginning March 7, 1999, as ‘‘National 
Girl Scout Week.’’ I ask our colleagues 
to join us. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

SOLDIERS’, SAILORS’, AIRMEN’S, 
AND MARINES’ BILLS OF RIGHTS 
ACT OF 1999 

ROBB (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 8 

Mr. ROBB (for himself, Mr. CLELAND, 
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. BINGAMAN, and Mr. 
KERREY) proposed an amendment to 
the bill (S. 4) to improve pay and re-
tirement equity for members of the 
Armed Forces; and for other purposes; 
as follows: 

On page 28, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following new sections: 
SEC. 104. INCREASE IN RATE OF DIVING DUTY 

SPECIAL PAY. 
(a) INCREASE.—Section 304(b) of title 37, 

United States Code, is amended— 
(1) by striking ‘‘$200’’ and inserting ‘‘$240’’; 

and 
(2) by striking ‘‘$300’’ and inserting ‘‘$340’’. 
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 

made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
October 1, 1999, and shall apply with respect 
to special pay paid under section 304 of title 
37, United States Code, for months beginning 
on or after that date. 
SEC. 105. INCREASE IN MAXIMUM AMOUNT AU-

THORIZED FOR REENLISTMENT 
BONUS FOR ACTIVE MEMBERS. 

(a) INCREASE IN MAXIMUM AMOUNT.—Sec-
tion 308(a)(2)(B) of title 37, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘$45,000’’ and 
inserting ‘‘$60,000’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
October 1, 1999, and shall apply with respect 
to reenlistments and extensions of enlist-
ments taking effect on or after that date. 
SEC. 106. INCREASE IN ENLISTMENT BONUS FOR 

MEMBERS WITH CRITICAL SKILLS. 
(a) INCREASE.—Section 308a(a) of title 37, 

United States Code, is amended in the first 
sentence by striking ‘‘$12,000’’ and inserting 
‘‘$20,000’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
October 1, 1999, and shall apply with respect 
enlistments and extensions of enlistments 
taking effect on or after that date. 
SEC. 107. INCREASE IN SPECIAL PAY AND BO-

NUSES FOR NUCLEAR-QUALIFIED 
OFFICERS. 

(a) SPECIAL PAY FOR NUCLEAR-QUALIFIED 
OFFICERS EXTENDING PERIOD OF ACTIVE SERV-
ICE.—Section 312(a) of title 37, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘$15,000’’ and 
inserting ‘‘$25,000’’. 

(b) NUCLEAR CAREER ACCESSION BONUS.— 
Section 312b(a)(1) of title 37, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘$10,000’’ and 
inserting ‘‘$20,000’’. 

(c) NUCLEAR CAREER ANNUAL INCENTIVE BO-
NUSES.—Section 312c of title 37, United 
States Code, is amended— 
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(1) in subsection (a)(1), by striking 

‘‘$12,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$22,000’’; and 
(2) in subsection (b)(1), by striking ‘‘$5,500’’ 

and inserting ‘‘$10,000’’. 
(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—(1) The amendments 

made by this section shall take effect on Oc-
tober 1, 1999. 

(2) The amendments made by subsections 
(a) and (b) shall apply with respect to agree-
ments accepted under section 312(a) and 
312b(a), respectively, of title 37, United 
States Code, on or after October 1, 1999. 

(3) The amendments made by subsection 
(c) shall apply with respect to nuclear serv-
ice years beginning on or after October 1, 
1999. 
SEC. 108. INCREASE IN MAXIMUM MONTHLY RATE 

AUTHORIZED FOR FOREIGN LAN-
GUAGE PROFICIENCY PAY. 

(a) INCREASE IN MAXIMUM MONTHLY RATE.— 
Section 316(b) of title 37, United States Code, 
is amended by striking ‘‘$100’’ and inserting 
‘‘$300’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
October 1, 1999, and shall apply with respect 
to foreign language proficiency pay paid 
under section 316 of title 37, United States 
Code, for months beginning on or after that 
date. 
SEC. 109. CAREER ENLISTED FLYER INCENTIVE 

PAY. 
(a) INCENTIVE PAY AUTHORIZED.—(1) Chap-

ter 5 of title 37, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting after section 301e the 
following new section 301f: 
‘‘§ 301f. Incentive pay: career enlisted flyers 

‘‘(a) PAY AUTHORIZED.—An enlisted mem-
ber described in subsection (b) may be paid 
career enlisted flyer incentive pay as pro-
vided in this section. 

‘‘(b) ELIGIBLE MEMBERS.—An enlisted mem-
ber referred to in subsection (a) is an en-
listed member of the armed forces who— 

‘‘(1) is entitled to basic pay under section 
204 of this title or is entitled to compensa-
tion under paragraph (1) or (2) of section 
206(a) of this title; 

‘‘(2) holds a military occupational spe-
cialty or military rating designated as a ca-
reer enlisted flyer specialty or rating by the 
Secretary concerned in regulations pre-
scribed under subsection (f) and continues to 
be proficient in the skills required for that 
specialty or rating, or is in training leading 
to the award of such a specialty or rating; 
and 

‘‘(3) is qualified for aviation service. 
‘‘(c) MONTHLY PAYMENT.—(1) Career en-

listed flyer incentive pay may be paid a 
member referred to in subsection (b) for each 
month in which the member performs avia-
tion service that involves frequent and reg-
ular performance of operational flying duty 
by the member. 

‘‘(2)(A) Career enlisted flyer incentive pay 
may be paid a member referred to in sub-
section (b) for each month in which the 
member performs service, without regard to 
whether or the extent to which the member 
performs operational flying duty during the 
month, as follows: 

‘‘(i) In the case of a member who has per-
formed at least 6, and not more than 15, 
years of aviation service, the member may 
be so paid after the member has frequently 
and regularly performed operational flying 
duty in each of 72 months if the member so 
performed in at least that number of months 
before completing the member’s first 10 
years of performance of aviation service. 

‘‘(ii) In the case of a member who has per-
formed more than 15, and not more than 20, 
years of aviation service, the member may 
be so paid after the member has frequently 
and regularly performed operational flying 
duty in each of 108 months if the member so 

performed in at least that number of months 
before completing the member’s first 15 
years of performance of aviation service. 

‘‘(iii) In the case of a member who has per-
formed more than 20, and not more than 25, 
years of aviation service, the member may 
be so paid after the member has frequently 
and regularly performed operational flying 
duty in each of 168 months if the member so 
performed in at least that number of months 
before completing the member’s first 20 
years of performance of aviation service. 

‘‘(B) The Secretary concerned, or a des-
ignee of the Secretary concerned not below 
the level of personnel chief of the armed 
force concerned, may reduce the minimum 
number of months of frequent and regular 
performance of operational flying duty appli-
cable in the case of a particular member 
under— 

‘‘(i) subparagraph (A)(i) to 60 months; 
‘‘(ii) subparagraph (A)(ii) to 96 months; or 
‘‘(iii) subparagraph (A)(iii) to 144 months. 
‘‘(C) A member may not be paid career en-

listed flyer incentive pay in the manner pro-
vided under subparagraph (A) after the mem-
ber has completed 25 years of aviation serv-
ice. 

‘‘(d) MONTHLY RATES.—(1) The monthly 
rate of any career enlisted flyer incentive 
pay paid under this section to a member on 
active duty shall be prescribed by the Sec-
retary concerned, but may not exceed the 
following: 
‘‘Years of aviation 

service 
Monthly rate 

4 or less ........................................... $150
Over 4 .............................................. $225
Over 8 .............................................. $350
Over 14 ............................................ $400. 
‘‘(2) The monthly rate of any career en-

listed flyer incentive pay paid under this sec-
tion to a member of a reserve component for 
each period of inactive-duty training during 
which aviation service is performed shall be 
equal to 1⁄30 of the monthly rate of career en-
listed flyer incentive pay provided under 
paragraph (1) for a member on active duty 
with the same number of years of aviation 
service. 

‘‘(e) NONAPPLICABILITY TO MEMBERS RE-
CEIVING HAZARDOUS DUTY INCENTIVE PAY OR 
SPECIAL PAY FOR DIVING DUTY.—A member 
receiving incentive pay under section 301(a) 
of this title or special pay under section 304 
of this title may not be paid special pay 
under this section for the same period of 
service. 

‘‘(f) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary con-
cerned shall prescribe regulations for the ad-
ministration of this section. The regulations 
shall include the following: 

‘‘(1) Definitions of the terms ‘aviation serv-
ice’ and ‘frequently and regularly performed 
operational flying duty’ for purposes of this 
section. 

‘‘(2) The military occupational specialties 
or military rating, as the case may be, that 
are designated as career enlisted flyer spe-
cialties or ratings, respectively, for purposes 
of this section. 

‘‘(g) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term 
‘operational flying duty’ means— 

‘‘(1) flying performed under competent or-
ders while serving in assignments in which 
basic flying skills normally are maintained 
in the performance of assigned duties as de-
termined by the Secretary concerned; and 

‘‘(2) flying performed by members in train-
ing that leads to the award of a military oc-
cupational specialty or rating referred to in 
subsection (b)(2).’’. 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
chapter 5 of title 37, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting after the item relating 
to section 301e the following new item: 
‘‘301f. Incentive pay; career enlisted flyers.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
October 1, 1999. 

(c) SAVE PAY PROVISION.—In the case of an 
enlisted member of a uniformed service who 
is a designated career enlisted flyer entitled 
to receive hazardous duty incentive pay 
under section 301(b) or 301(c)(2)(A) of title 37, 
United States Code, as of October 1, 1999, the 
member shall be entitled from that date to 
payment of incentive pay at the monthly 
rate that is the higher of— 

(1) the monthly rate of incentive pay au-
thorized by such section 301(b) or 301(c)(2)(A) 
as of September 30, 1999; or 

(2) the monthly rate of incentive pay au-
thorized by section 301f of title 37, United 
States Code, as added by subsection (a). 
SEC. 110. RETENTION BONUS FOR SPECIAL WAR-

FARE OFFICERS EXTENDING PERI-
ODS OF ACTIVE DUTY. 

(a) BONUS AUTHORIZED.—(1) Chapter 5 of 
title 37, United States Code, is amended by 
inserting after section 301f, as added by sec-
tion 109(a) of this Act, the following new sec-
tion: 
‘‘§ 301g. Special pay: special warfare officers 

extending period of active duty 
‘‘(a) BONUS AUTHORIZED.—A special warfare 

officer described in subsection (b) who exe-
cutes a written agreement to remain on ac-
tive duty in special warfare service for at 
least one year may, upon the acceptance of 
the agreement by the Secretary concerned, 
be paid a retention bonus as provided in this 
section. 

‘‘(b) COVERED OFFICERS.—A special warfare 
officer referred to in subsection (a) is an offi-
cer of a uniformed service who— 

‘‘(1) is qualified for a military occupational 
specialty or designator identified by the Sec-
retary concerned as a special warfare mili-
tary occupational specialty or designator 
and is serving in a position for which that 
specialty or designator is authorized; 

‘‘(2) is in pay grade O–3, or is in pay grade 
O–4 and is not on a list of officers rec-
ommended for promotion, at the time the of-
ficer applies for an agreement under this sec-
tion; 

‘‘(3) has completed at least 6, but not more 
than 14, years of active commissioned serv-
ice; and 

‘‘(4) has completed any service commit-
ment incurred to be commissioned as an offi-
cer. 

‘‘(c) AMOUNT OF BONUS.—The amount of a 
retention bonus paid under this section may 
not be more than $15,000 for each year cov-
ered by the written agreement. 

‘‘(d) PRORATION.—The term of an agree-
ment under subsection (a) and the amount of 
the bonus payable under subsection (c) may 
be prorated as long as such agreement does 
not extend beyond the date on which the of-
ficer making such agreement would com-
plete 14 years of active commissioned serv-
ice. 

‘‘(e) PAYMENT.—Upon acceptance of a writ-
ten agreement under subsection (a) by the 
Secretary concerned, the total amount pay-
able pursuant to the agreement becomes 
fixed and may be paid— 

‘‘(1) in a lump sum equal to the amount of 
half the total amount payable under the 
agreement at the time the agreement is ac-
cepted by the Secretary concerned followed 
by payments of equal annual installments on 
the anniversary of the acceptance of the 
agreement until the payment in full of the 
balance of the amount that remains payable 
under the agreement after the payment of 
the lump sum amount under this paragraph; 
or 

‘‘(2) in graduated annual payments under 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary con-
cerned with the first payment being payable 
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at the time the agreement is accepted by the 
Secretary concerned and subsequent pay-
ments being payable on the anniversaries of 
the acceptance of the agreement. 

‘‘(f) ADDITIONAL PAY.—A retention bonus 
paid under this section is in addition to any 
other pay and allowances to which an officer 
is entitled. 

‘‘(g) REPAYMENT.—(1) If an officer who has 
entered into a written agreement under sub-
section (a) and has received all or part of a 
retention bonus under this section fails to 
complete the total period of active duty in 
special warfare service as specified in the 
agreement, the Secretary concerned may re-
quire the officer to repay the United States, 
on a pro rata basis and to the extent that the 
Secretary determines conditions and cir-
cumstances warrant, all sums paid the offi-
cer under this section. 

‘‘(2) An obligation to repay the United 
States imposed under paragraph (1) is for all 
purposes a debt owed to the United States. 

‘‘(3) A discharge in bankruptcy under title 
11 that is entered less than five years after 
the termination of a written agreement en-
tered into under subsection (a) does not dis-
charge the officer signing the agreement 
from a debt arising under such agreement or 
under paragraph (1). 

‘‘(h) REGULATIONS.—The Secretaries con-
cerned shall prescribe regulations to carry 
out this section, including the definition of 
the term ‘special warfare service’ for pur-
poses of this section. Regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary of a military department 
under this section shall be subject to the ap-
proval of the Secretary of Defense.’’. 

(2) The table of section at the beginning of 
chapter 5 of title 37, United States Code, as 
amended by section 109(a) of this Act, is 
amended by inserting after the item relating 
to section 301f the following new item: 
‘‘301g. Special pay: special warfare officers 

extending period of active 
duty.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
October 1, 1999. 
SEC. 111. RETENTION BONUS FOR SURFACE WAR-

FARE OFFICERS EXTENDING PERI-
ODS OF ACTIVE DUTY. 

(a) BONUS AUTHORIZED.—(1) Chapter 5 of 
title 37, United States Code, is amended by 
inserting after section 301g, as added by sec-
tion 110(a) of this Act, the following new sec-
tion: 
‘‘§ 301h. Special pay: surface warfare officers 

extending period of active duty 
‘‘(a) SPECIAL PAY AUTHORIZED.—(1) A sur-

face warfare officer described in subsection 
(b) who executes a written agreement de-
scribed in paragraph (2) may, upon the ac-
ceptance of the agreement by the Secretary 
of the Navy, be paid a retention bonus as 
provided in this section. 

‘‘(2) An agreement referred to in paragraph 
(1) is an agreement in which the officer con-
cerned agrees— 

‘‘(A) to remain on active duty for at least 
two years and through the tenth year of ac-
tive commissioned service; and 

‘‘(B) to complete tours of duty to which 
the officer may be ordered during the period 
covered by subparagraph (A) as a department 
head afloat. 

‘‘(b) COVERED OFFICERS.—A surface warfare 
officer referred to in subsection (a) is an offi-
cer of the Regular Navy or Naval Reserve on 
active duty who— 

‘‘(1) is designated and serving as a surface 
warfare officer; 

‘‘(2) is in pay grade O–3 at the time the of-
ficer applies for an agreement under this sec-
tion; 

‘‘(3) has been selected for assignment as a 
department head on a surface ship; 

‘‘(4) has completed at least four, but not 
more than eight, years of active commis-
sioned service; and 

‘‘(5) has completed any service commit-
ment incurred to be commissioned as an offi-
cer. 

‘‘(c) AMOUNT OF BONUS.—The amount of a 
retention bonus paid under this section may 
not be more than $15,000 for each year cov-
ered by the written agreement. 

‘‘(d) PRORATION.—The term of an agree-
ment under subsection (a) and the amount of 
the bonus payable under subsection (c) may 
be prorated as long as such agreement does 
not extend beyond the date on which the of-
ficer making such agreement would com-
plete 10 years of active commissioned serv-
ice. 

‘‘(e) PAYMENT.—Upon acceptance of a writ-
ten agreement under subsection (a) by the 
Secretary of the Navy, the total amount 
payable pursuant to the agreement becomes 
fixed and may be paid— 

‘‘(1) in a lump sum equal to the amount of 
half the total amount payable under the 
agreement at the time the agreement is ac-
cepted by the Secretary followed by pay-
ments of equal annual installments on the 
anniversary of the acceptance of the agree-
ment until the payment in full of the bal-
ance of the amount that remains payable 
under the agreement after the payment of 
the lump sum amount under this paragraph; 
or 

‘‘(2) in equal annual payments with the 
first payment being payable at the time the 
agreement is accepted by the Secretary and 
subsequent payments being payable on the 
anniversaries of the acceptance of the agree-
ment. 

‘‘(f) ADDITIONAL PAY.—A retention bonus 
paid under this section is in addition to any 
other pay and allowances to which an officer 
is entitled. 

‘‘(g) REPAYMENT.—(1) If an officer who has 
entered into a written agreement under sub-
section (a) and has received all or part of a 
retention bonus under this section fails to 
complete the total period of active duty 
specified in the agreement, the Secretary of 
the Navy may require the officer to repay 
the United States, on a pro rata basis and to 
the extent that the Secretary determines 
conditions and circumstances warrant, all 
sums paid under this section. 

‘‘(2) An obligation to repay the United 
States imposed under paragraph (1) is for all 
purposes a debt owned to the United States. 

‘‘(3) A discharge in bankruptcy under title 
11 that is entered less than five years after 
the termination of a written agreement en-
tered into under subsection (a) does not dis-
charge the officer signing the agreement 
from a debt arising under such agreement or 
under paragraph (1). 

‘‘(h) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of the 
Navy shall prescribe regulations to carry out 
this section.’’. 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
chapter 5 of title 37, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting after the item relating 
to section 301g, as added by section 110(a) of 
this Act, the following new item: 

‘‘301h. Special pay: surface warfare officers 
extending period of active 
duty.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
October 1, 1999. 

CRAPO AMENDMENT NO. 9 

Mr. CRAPO proposd an amendment 
to the bill, S. 4, supra; as follows: 

On page 39, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 204. REPEAL OF REDUCTION IN RETIRED 
PAY FOR CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES. 

(a) REPEAL.—(1) Section 5532 of title 5, 
United States Code, is repealed. 

(2) The chapter analysis at the beginning 
of chapter 55 of such title is amended by 
striking out the item relating to section 
5532. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
the first day of the first month that begins 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

HUTCHINSON (AND WELLSTONE) 
AMENDMENT NO. 10 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. HUTCHINSON (for himself and 

Mr. WELLSTONE) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by them 
to the bill, S. 4, supra, as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF SENATE REGARDING HUMAN 

RIGHTS SITUATION IN THE PEO-
PLE’S REPUBLIC OF CHINA. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) The annual meeting of the United Na-
tions Commission on Human Rights in Gene-
va, Switzerland, provides a forum for dis-
cussing human rights and expressing inter-
national support for improved human rights 
performance. 

(2) According to the United States Depart-
ment of State and international human 
rights organizations, the Government of the 
People’s Republic of China continues to com-
mit widespread and well-documented human 
rights abuses in China and Tibet and con-
tinues the coercive implementation of fam-
ily planning policies and the sale of human 
organs taken from executed prisoners. 

(3) Such abuses stem from an intolerance 
of dissent and fear of unrest on the part of 
authorities in the People’s Republic of China 
and from the absence or inadequacy of laws 
in the People’s Republic of China that pro-
tect basic freedoms. 

(4) Such abuses violate internationally ac-
cepted norms of conduct. 

(5) The People’s Republic of China is bound 
by the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights and recently signed the International 
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, but 
has yet to take the steps necessary to make 
the covenant legally binding. 

(6) The President decided not to sponsor a 
resolution criticizing the People’s Republic 
of China at the United Nations Human 
Rights Commission in 1998 in consideration 
of commitments by the Government of the 
People’s Republic of China to sign the Inter-
national Covenant on Civil and Political 
Rights and based on a belief that progress on 
human rights in the People’s Republic of 
China could be achieved through other 
means. 

(7) Authorities in the People’s Republic of 
China have recently escalated efforts to ex-
tinguish expressions of protest or criticism 
and have detained scores of citizens associ-
ated with attempts to organize a legal demo-
cratic opposition, as well as religious lead-
ers, writers, and others who petitioned the 
authorities to release those arbitrarily ar-
rested. 

(8) These efforts underscore that the Gov-
ernment of the People’s Republic of China’s 
has not retreated from its longstanding pat-
tern of human rights abuses, despite expecta-
tions to the contrary following two summit 
meetings between President Clinton and 
President Jiang in which assurances were 
made regarding improvements in the human 
rights record of the People’s Republic of 
China. 
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(b) SENSE OF SENATE.—It is the sense of the 

Senate that, at the 55th Session of the 
United Nations Human Rights Commission 
in Geneva, Switzerland, the United States 
should introduce and make all efforts nec-
essary to pass a resolution criticizing the 
People’s Republic of China for its human 
rights abuses in China and Tibet. 

ENZI AMENDMENT NO. 11 
(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. ENZI submitted an amendment 

intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill, S. 4, supra; as follows: 

At the end of title I, add the following: 
SEC. 104. INCREASED TUITION ASSISTANCE FOR 

MEMBERS OF THE ARMED FORCES 
DEPLOYED IN SUPPORT OF A CON-
TINGENCY OPERATION OR SIMILAR 
OPERATION. 

(a) INAPPLICABILITY OF LIMITATION ON 
AMOUNT.—Section 2007(a) of title 10, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (2); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (3) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(4) in the case of a member deployed out-

side the United States in support of a contin-
gency operation or similar operation, all of 
the charges may be paid while the member is 
so deployed.’’. 

(b) INCREASED AUTHORITY SUBJECT TO AP-
PROPRIATIONS.—The authority to pay addi-
tional tuition assistance under paragraph (4) 
of section 2007(a) of title 10, United States 
Code, as added by subsection (a), may be ex-
ercised only to the extent provided for in ap-
propriations Acts. 

JEFFORDS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENTS NOS. 12–14 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. JEFFORDS (for himself, Mr. 

BINGAMAN, Mr. CLELAND, and Ms. LAN-
DRIEU) submitted three amendments 
intended to be proposed by them to the 
bill, S. 4, supra; as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 12 
On page 46, strike lines 6 through 8 and in-

sert the following: 
TITLE IV—OTHER EDUCATIONAL 

BENEFITS 
SEC. 401. ACCELERATED PAYMENTS OF CERTAIN 

EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE FOR 
MEMBERS OF THE SELECTED RE-
SERVE. 

Section 16131 of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subsection: 

‘‘(j)(1) Whenever a person entitled to an 
educational assistance allowance under this 
chapter so requests and the Secretary con-
cerned, in consultation with the Chief of the 
reserve component concerned, determines it 
appropriate, the Secretary may make pay-
ments of the educational assistance allow-
ance to the person on an accelerated basis. 

‘‘(2) An educational assistance allowance 
shall be paid to a person on an accelerated 
basis under this subsection as follows: 

‘‘(A) In the case of an allowance for a 
course leading to a standard college degree, 
at the beginning of the quarter, semester, or 
term of the course in a lump-sum amount 
equivalent to the aggregate amount of 
monthly allowance otherwise payable under 
this chapter for the quarter, semester, or 
term, as the case may be, of the course. 

‘‘(B) In the case of an allowance for a 
course other than a course referred to in sub-
paragraph (A)— 

‘‘(i) at the later of (I) the beginning of the 
course, or (II) a reasonable time after the 

Secretary concerned receives the person’s re-
quest for payment on an accelerated basis; 
and 

‘‘(ii) in any amount requested by the per-
son up to the aggregate amount of monthly 
allowance otherwise payable under this 
chapter for the period of the course. 

‘‘(3) If an adjustment in the monthly rate 
of educational assistance allowances will be 
made under subsection (b)(2) during a period 
for which a payment of the allowance is 
made to a person on an accelerated basis, the 
Secretary concerned shall— 

‘‘(A) pay on an accelerated basis the 
amount of the allowance otherwise payable 
for the period without regard to the adjust-
ment under that subsection; and 

‘‘(B) pay on the date of the adjustment any 
additional amount of the allowance that is 
payable for the period as a result of the ad-
justment. 

‘‘(4) A person’s entitlement to an edu-
cational assistance allowance under this 
chapter shall be charged at a rate equal to 
one month for each month of the period cov-
ered by an accelerated payment of the allow-
ance to the person under this subsection. 

‘‘(5) The regulations prescribed by the Sec-
retary of Defense and the Secretary of 
Transportation under subsection (a) shall 
provide for the payment of an educational 
assistance allowance on an accelerated basis 
under this subsection. The regulations shall 
specify the circumstances under which accel-
erated payments may be made and the man-
ner of the delivery, receipt, and use of the al-
lowance so paid 

‘‘(6) In this subsection, the term ‘Chief of 
the reserve component concerned’ means the 
following: 

‘‘(A) The Chief of the Army Reserve, with 
respect to members of the Army Reserve. 

‘‘(B) the Chief of Naval Reserve, with re-
spect to members of the Naval Reserve. 

‘‘(C) The Chief of the Air Force Reserve, 
with respect to members of the Air Force Re-
serve. 

‘‘(D) The Commander, Marine Reserve 
Forces, with respect to members of the Ma-
rine Corps Reserve. 

‘‘(E) The Chief of the National Guard Bu-
reau, with respect to members of the Army 
National Guard and the Air National Guard. 

‘‘(F) The Commandant of the Coast Guard, 
with respect to members of the Coast Guard 
Reserve.’’. 

TITLE V—REPORT 
SEC. 501. ANNUAL REPORT ON EFFECTS OF INI-

TIATIVES ON RECRUITMENT AND 
RETENTION. 

AMENDMENT NO. 13 
On page 46, strike lines 6 through 8 and in-

sert the following: 
TITLE IV—OTHER EDUCATIONAL 

BENEFITS 
SEC. 401. MODIFICATION OF TIME FOR USE BY 

CERTAIN MEMBERS OF THE SE-
LECTED RESERVE OF ENTITLEMENT 
TO CERTAIN EDUCATIONAL ASSIST-
ANCE. 

Section 16133(b) of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following new paragraph: 

‘‘(5)(A) In the case of a person who con-
tinues to serve as member of the Selected 
Reserve as of the end of the 10-year period 
applicable to the person under subsection (a), 
as extended, if at all, under paragraph (4), 
the period during which the person may use 
the person’s entitlement shall expire at the 
end of the 5-year period beginning on the 
date the person is separated from the Se-
lected Reserve. 

‘‘(B) The provisions of paragraph (4) shall 
apply with respect to any period of active 
duty of a person referred to in subparagraph 

(A) during the 5-year period referred to in 
that subparagraph.’’. 

TITLE V—REPORT 
SEC. 501. ANNUAL REPORT ON EFFECTS OF INI-

TIATIVES ON RECRUITMENT AND 
RETENTION. 

AMENDMENT NO. 14 
On page 46, strike lines 6 through 8 and in-

sert the following: 
TITLE IV—OTHER EDUCATIONAL 

BENEFITS 
SEC. 401. TRANSFER OF ENTITLEMENT TO CER-

TAIN EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE BY 
MEMBERS OF THE SELECTED RE-
SERVE. 

(a) AUTHORITY TO TRANSFER.—Chapter 1606 
of title 10, United States Code, is amended by 
inserting after section 16133 the following 
new section: 
‘‘§ 16133a. Transfer of entitlement 

‘‘(a) The Secretary concerned, in consulta-
tion with the Chief of the reserve component 
and in the Secretary’s sole discretion, may, 
for purposes of enhancing recruiting and re-
tention, permit a person entitled to edu-
cational assistance under this chapter to 
transfer the person’s entitlement to such as-
sistance, in whole or in part, to the individ-
uals specified in subsection (b). 

‘‘(b) A person’s entitlement to educational 
assistance may be transferred when author-
ized under subsection (a) as follows: 

‘‘(1) To the person’s spouse. 
‘‘(2) To one or more of the person’s chil-

dren. 
‘‘(3) To a combination of the individuals re-

ferred to in paragraphs (1) and (2). 
‘‘(c)(1) A person electing to transfer an en-

titlement to educational assistance under 
this section shall— 

‘‘(A) designate the person or persons to 
whom the entitlement is being transferred 
and the percentage of the entitlement to be 
transferred to each such person; and 

‘‘(B) specify the period for which the trans-
fer shall be effective for each person so des-
ignated. 

‘‘(2) The aggregate amount of the entitle-
ment transferable by a person under this sec-
tion may not exceed the aggregate amount 
of the person’s entitlement to educational 
assistance under this chapter. 

‘‘(3) A person electing to transfer an enti-
tlement under this section may modify or re-
voke the transfer at any time before the use 
of the transferred entitlement. A person 
shall elect to modify or revoke a transfer by 
submitting written notice submitted to the 
Secretary concerned. 

‘‘(d)(1) The use of any entitlement trans-
ferred under this section shall be charged 
against the entitlement of the person mak-
ing the transfer at the rate of one month for 
each month of transferred entitlement that 
is used. 

‘‘(2) Except as specified under subsection 
(c)(1)(B) and subject to paragraph (3), a per-
son to whom entitlement is transferred 
under this section is entitled to educational 
assistance under this chapter in the same 
manner and at the same rate as the person 
from whom the entitlement was transferred. 

‘‘(3) A child shall complete the use of any 
entitlement transferred to the child under 
this section before the child attains the age 
of 26 years. 

‘‘(e) For purposes of section 3685 of title 38 
(as made applicable under section 16136 of 
this title), a person to whom entitlement is 
transferred under this section and the person 
making the transfer shall be jointly and sev-
erally liable to the United States for the 
amount of any overpayment of educational 
assistance under this chapter. 

‘‘(f) The regulations prescribed by the Sec-
retary of Defense and the Secretary of 
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Transportation under section 16131(a) of this 
title shall provide for the administration of 
this section. The regulations shall specify 
the manner and effect of an election to mod-
ify or revoke a transfer of entitlement under 
subsection (c)(3). 

‘‘(g) In this section: 
‘‘(1) The term ‘child’ shall have the mean-

ing given that term in section 101(4) of title 
38. 

‘‘(2) The term ‘Chief of the reserve compo-
nent concerned’ means the following: 

‘‘(A) The Chief of the Army Reserve, with 
respect to members of the Army Reserve. 

‘‘(B) the Chief of Naval Reserve, with re-
spect to members of the Naval Reserve. 

‘‘(C) The Chief of the Air Force Reserve, 
with respect to members of the Air Force Re-
serve. 

‘‘(D) The Commander, Marine Reserve 
Forces, with respect to members of the Ma-
rine Corps Reserve. 

‘‘(E) The Chief of the National Guard Bu-
reau, with respect to members of the Army 
National Guard and the Air National Guard. 

‘‘(F) The Commandant of the Coast Guard, 
with respect to members of the Coast Guard 
Reserve.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 1606 of 
that title is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to section 16133 the following 
new item: 
‘‘16133a. Transfer of entitlement.’’. 

TITLE V—REPORT 
SEC. 501. ANNUAL REPORT ON EFFECTS OF INI-

TIATIVES ON RECRUITMENT AND 
RETENTION. 

ROBB (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 15 

Mr. ROBB (for himself, Mr. MCCAIN, 
and Mr. BINGAMAN) proposed an amend-
ment to the bill, S. 4, supra; as follows: 

On page 28, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 104. AVIATION CAREER OFFICER SPECIAL 

PAY. 
(a) PERIOD OF AUTHORITY.—Subsection (a) 

of section 301b of title 37, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘AUTHORIZED.— 
’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘during the period begin-
ning on January 1, 1989, and ending on De-
cember 31, 1999,’’ and inserting ‘‘during the 
period described in paragraph (2),’’; and 

(2) adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) Paragraph (1) applies with respect to 

agreements executed during the period be-
ginning on the first day of the first month 
that begins on or after the date of the enact-
ment of the Soldiers’, Sailors’, Airmen’s, and 
Marines’ Bill of Rights Act of 1999 and end-
ing on December 31, 2004.’’. 

(b) REPEAL OF LIMITATION TO CERTAIN 
YEARS OF CAREER AVIATION SERVICE.—Sub-
section (b) of such section is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (5); 
(2) by inserting ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-

graph (4); and 
(4) by redesignating paragraph (6) as para-

graph (5). 
(c) REPEAL OF LOWER ALTERNATIVE AMOUNT 

FOR AGREEMENT TO SERVE FOR 3 OR FEWER 
YEARS.—Subsection (c) of such section is 
amended by striking ‘‘than—’’ and all that 
follows and inserting ‘‘than $25,000 for each 
year covered by the written agreement to re-
main on active duty.’’. 

(d) PRORATION AUTHORITY FOR COVERAGE OF 
INCREASED PERIOD OF ELIGIBILITY.—Sub-
section (d) of such section is amended by 
striking ‘‘14 years of commissioned service’’ 
and inserting ‘‘25 years of aviation service’’. 

(e) TERMINOLOGY.—Such section is further 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (f), by striking ‘‘A reten-
tion bonus’’ and inserting ‘‘Any amount’’; 
and 

(2) in subsection (i)(1), by striking ‘‘reten-
tion bonuses’’ in the first sentence and in-
serting ‘‘special pay under this section’’. 

(f) REPEAL OF CONTENT REQUIREMENTS FOR 
ANNUAL REPORT.—Subsection (i)(1) of such 
section is further amended by striking the 
second sentence. 

(g) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Subsection 
(g)(3) of such section if amended by striking 
the second sentence. 

(h) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section and the 
amendments made by this section shall take 
effect on the first day of the first month that 
begins on or after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

WELLSTONE (AND MURRAY) 
AMENDMENT NO. 16 

Mr. WELLSTONE (for himself and 
Mrs. MURRAY) proposed an amendment 
to the bill, S. 4, supra; as follows: 

On page 46, after line 16, add the following: 
SEC. 402. REPORT AND REGULATIONS ON DE-

PARTMENT OF DEFENSE POLICIES 
ON PROTECTING THE CONFIDEN-
TIALITY OF COMMUNICATIONS WITH 
PROFESSIONALS PROVIDING THERA-
PEUTIC OR RELATED SERVICES RE-
GARDING SEXUAL OR DOMESTIC 
ABUSE. 

(a) REQUIREMENT FOR STUDY.—(1) The 
Comptroller General shall study the policies, 
procedures, and practices of the military de-
partments for protecting the confidentiality 
of communications between— 

(A) a dependent of a member of the Armed 
Forces who— 

(i) is a victim of sexual harassment, sexual 
assault, or intrafamily abuse; or 

(ii) has engaged in such misconduct; and 
(B) a therapist, counselor, advocate, or 

other professional from whom the dependent 
seeks professional services in connection 
with effects of such misconduct. 

(2) The Comptroller General shall conclude 
the study and submit to the Secretary of De-
fense a report on the results of the study 
within such period as is necessary to enable 
the Secretary to satisfy the reporting re-
quirement under subsection (d). 

(b) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall prescribe in regulations the poli-
cies and procedures that the Secretary con-
siders necessary to provide the ømaximum¿ 

possible protections for the confidentiality 
of communications described in subsection 
(a) relating to misconduct described in that 
subsection, consistent with— 

(1) the findings of the Comptroller General; 
(2) the standards of confidentiality and 

ethical standards issued by relevant profes-
sional organizations; 

(3) applicable requirements of Federal and 
State law; 

(4) the best interest of victims of sexual 
harassment, sexual assault, or intrafamily 
abuse; and 

(5) such other factors as the Secretary, in 
consultation with the Attorney General, 
may consider appropriate. 

HARKIN (AND BINGAMAN) 
AMENDMENT NO. 17 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. HARKIN (for himself and Mr. 

BINGAMAN) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by them to the 
bill, S. 4, supra; as follows: 

On page 25, strike lines 10 through 15, and 
insert the following: 

(b)(1), the Secretary concerned shall pay the 
member a special subsistence allowance for 
each month for which the member is eligible 
to receive food stamp assistance, as deter-
mined by the Secretary. 

‘‘(b) COVERED MEMBERS.—(1) A member re-
ferred to subsection (a) is an enlisted mem-
ber in pay grade E–5 or below. 

‘‘(2) For the purposes of this section, a 
member shall be considered as being eligible 
to receive food stamp assistance if the house-
hold of the member meets the income stand-
ards of eligibility established under section 
5(c)(2) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C. 2014(c)(2)), not taking into account 
the special subsistence allowance that may 
be payable to the member under this section 
and any allowance that is payable to the 
member under section 403 or 404a of this 
title. 

On page 28, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 104. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SPECIAL 

SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION PRO-
GRAM. 

(a) CLARIFICATION OF BENEFITS RESPONSI-
BILITY.—Subsection (a) of section 1060a of 
title 10, United States Code, is amended by 
striking ‘‘may carry out a program to pro-
vide special supplemental food benefits’’ and 
inserting ‘‘shall carry out a program to pro-
vide supplemental foods and nutrition edu-
cation’’. 

(b) RELATIONSHIP TO WIC PROGRAM.—Sub-
section (b) of such section is amended to read 
as follows: 

‘‘(b) FEDERAL PAYMENTS.—The Secretary 
of Defense shall use funds available for the 
Department of Defense to provide supple-
mental foods and nutrition education and to 
pay for costs for nutrition services and ad-
ministration under the program.’’. 

(c) PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION.—Subsection 
(c)(1)(A) of such section is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: ‘‘In the deter-
mining of eligibility for the program bene-
fits, a person already certified for participa-
tion in the special supplemental nutrition 
program for women, infants, and children 
under section 17 of the Child Nutrition Act of 
1996 (42 U.S.C. 1786) shall be considered eligi-
ble for the duration of the certification pe-
riod under that program.’’. 

(d) NUTRITIONAL RISK STANDARDS.—Sub-
section (c)(1)(B) of such section is amended 
by inserting ‘‘and nutritional risk stand-
ards’’ after ‘‘income eligibility standards’’. 

(e) DEFINITIONS.—Subsection (f) of such 
section is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(4) The terms ‘costs for nutrition services 
and administration’, ‘nutrition education’ 
and ‘supplemental foods’ have the meanings 
given the terms in paragraphs (4), (7), and 
(14), respectively, of section 17(b) of the Child 
Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786(b)).’’. 

(f) REPORT.—Not later than March 1, 2001, 
the Secretary of Defense, in consultation 
with the Secretary of Agriculture, shall sub-
mit to Congress a report on the implementa-
tion of the special supplemental food pro-
gram required under section 1060a of title 10, 
United States Code. The report shall include 
a discussion of whether the amount required 
to be provided by the Secretary of Agri-
culture for supplemental foods under sub-
section (b) of that section is adequate for the 
purpose and, if not, an estimate of the 
amount necessary to provide supplemental 
foods under the program. 

HUTCHISON (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 18 

Mrs. HUTCHISON (for herself, Mr. 
EDWARDS, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. HELMS, Mr. 
FITZGERALD, Mr. COVERDELL, Mr. JOHN-
SON, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 
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SANTORUM, and Mr. SESSIONS) proposed 
an amendment to the bill, S. 4, supra; 
as follows: 

On page 46, after line 16, add the following: 
TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS 

SEC. 501. IMPROVEMENT OF TRICARE PROGRAM. 
(a) IMPROVEMENT OF TRICARE PROGRAM.— 

(1) Chapter 55 of title 10, United States Code, 
is amended by inserting after section 1097a 
the following new section: 
‘‘§ 1097b. TRICARE: comparability of benefits 

with benefits under Federal Employees 
Health Benefits program; other require-
ments and authorities 
‘‘(a) COMPARABILITY OF BENEFITS.—The 

Secretary of Defense shall, to the maximum 
extent practicable, ensure that the health 
care coverage available through the 
TRICARE program is substantially similar 
to the health care coverage available under 
similar health benefits plans offered under 
the Federal Employees Health Benefits pro-
gram established under chapter 89 of title 5. 

‘‘(b) PORTABILITY OF BENEFITS.—The Sec-
retary of Defense shall provide that any cov-
ered beneficiary enrolled in the TRICARE 
program may receive benefits under that 
program at facilities that provide benefits 
under that program throughout the various 
regions of that program. 

‘‘(c) PATIENT MANAGEMENT.—(1) The Sec-
retary of Defense shall, to the maximum ex-
tent practicable, minimize the authorization 
or certification requirements imposed upon 
covered beneficiaries under the TRICARE 
program as a condition of access to benefits 
under that program. 

‘‘(2) The Secretary of Defense shall, to the 
maximum extent practicable, utilize prac-
tices for processing claims under the 
TRICARE program that are similar to the 
best industry practices for processing claims 
for health care services in a simplified and 
expedited manner. To the maximum extent 
practicable, such practices shall include 
electronic processing of claims. 

‘‘(d) REIMBURSEMENT OF HEALTH CARE PRO-
VIDERS.—(1) Subject to paragraph (2), the 
Secretary of Defense may increase the reim-
bursement provided to health care providers 
under the TRICARE program above the re-
imbursement otherwise authorized such pro-
viders under that program if the Secretary 
determines that such increase is necessary in 
order to ensure the availability of an ade-
quate number of qualified health care pro-
viders under that program. 

‘‘(2) The amount of reimbursement pro-
vided under paragraph (1) with respect to a 
health care service may not exceed the lesser 
of— 

‘‘(A) the amount equal to the local usual 
and customary charge for the service in the 
service area (as determined by the Sec-
retary) in which the service is provided; or 

‘‘(B) the amount equal to 115 per cent of 
the CHAMPUS maximum allowable charge 
for the service. 

‘‘(e) AUTHORITY FOR CERTAIN THIRD-PARTY 
COLLECTIONS.—(1) A medical treatment facil-
ity of the uniformed services under the 
TRICARE program may collect from a third- 
party payer the reasonable charges for 
health care services described in paragraph 
(2) that are incurred by the facility on behalf 
of a covered beneficiary under that program 
to the extent that the beneficiary would be 
eligible to receive reimbursement or indem-
nification from the third-party payer if the 
beneficiary were to incur such charges on 
the beneficiary’s own behalf. 

‘‘(2) The reasonable charges described in 
this paragraph are reasonable charges for 
services or care covered by the medicare pro-
gram under title XVIII of the Social Secu-
rity Act. 

‘‘(3) The collection of charges, and the uti-
lization of amounts collected, under this sub-
section shall be subject to the provisions of 
section 1095 of this title. The term ‘reason-
able costs’, as used in that section shall be 
deemed for purposes of the application of 
that section to this subsection to refer to the 
reasonable charges described in paragraph 
(2). 

‘‘(f) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall carry out any actions under this 
section after consultation with the other ad-
ministering Secretaries.’’. 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
chapter 55 of such title is amended by insert-
ing after the item relating to section 1097a 
the following new item: 
‘‘1097b. TRICARE: comparability of benefits 

with benefits under Federal 
Employees Health Benefits pro-
gram; other requirements and 
authorities.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect one 
year after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(c) REPORT ON IMPLEMENTATION.—(1) Not 
later than 6 months after the date of the en-
actment of this Act, the Secretary of De-
fense, in consultation with the other admin-
istering Secretaries, shall submit to Con-
gress a report assessing the effects of the im-
plementation of the requirements and au-
thorities set forth in section 1097b of title 10, 
United States Code (as added by subsection 
(a)). 

(2) The report shall include the following: 
(A) An assessment of the cost of the imple-

mentation of such requirements and authori-
ties. 

(B) An assessment whether or not the im-
plementation of any such requirements and 
authorities will result in the utilization by 
the TRICARE program of the best industry 
practices with respect to the matters cov-
ered by such requirements and authorities. 

(3) In this subsection, the term ‘‘admin-
istering Secretaries’’ has the meaning given 
that term in section 1072(3) of title 10, United 
States Code. 

(d) INAPPLICABILITY OF REPORTING REQUIRE-
MENTS.—The reports required by section 401 
shall not address the amendments made by 
subsection (a). 

SARBANES (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 19 

Mr. SARBANES (for himself, Mr. 
WARNER, Mr. ROBB, and Ms. MIKULSKI) 
proposed an amendment to the bill, S. 
4, supra; as follows: 

On page 28, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 104. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING PAR-

ITY BETWEEN ADJUSTMENTS IN 
MILITARY AND CIVIL SERVICE PAY. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) Members of the uniformed services of 
the United States and civilian employees of 
the United States make significant contribu-
tions to the general welfare of the United 
States. 

(2) Increases in the levels of pay of mem-
bers of the uniformed services and of civilian 
employees of the United States have not 
kept pace with increases in the overall levels 
of pay of workers in the private sector so 
that there is now up to a 30 percent gap be-
tween the compensation levels of Federal ci-
vilian employees and the compensation lev-
els of private sector workers and a 9 to 14 
percent gap between the compensation levels 
of members of the uniformed services and 
the compensation levels of private sector 
workers. 

(3) In almost every year of the past two 
decades, there have been equal adjustments 
in the compensation of members of the uni-
formed services and the compensation of ci-
vilian employees of the United States. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that there should continue to be 
parity between the adjustments in the com-
pensation of members of the uniformed serv-
ices and the adjustments in the compensa-
tion of civilian employees of the United 
States. 

f 

NOTICE OF HEARING 

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

wish to announce that the Committee 
on Rules and Administration will meet 
on Thursday, February 25, 1999 at 9:30 
a.m. in Room SR–301 Russell Senate 
Office Building, to conduct the Com-
mittee’s organizational meeting for the 
106th Congress. 

For further information concerning 
this meeting, please contact Lory 
Breneman at the Rules Committee on 
4–0281. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Tuesday, February 23, 1999, to conduct 
an oversight hearing on monetary pol-
icy report to Congress pursuant to the 
Full Employment and Balanced 
Growth Act of 1978. The witness will be: 
Hon. Alan Greenspan, Chairman, Board 
of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System. Chairman Greenspan, will also 
give testimony on financial services 
modernization legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation 
Committee be authorized to meet on 
Tuesday, February 23, 1999, at 9:30 am 
on S. 303, Satellite Home Viewers Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 
Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, the Fi-

nance Committee requests unanimous 
consent to conduct a hearing on Tues-
day, February 23, 1999 beginning at 
10:00 a.m. in room 215 Dirksen. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, 
AND PENSIONS 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions, be authorized to meet for 
a hearing on Education Reform: Gov-
ernors’ Views during the session of the 
Senate on Tuesday, February 23, 1999, 
at 8:30 am. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

RULES OF THE SENATE 
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET 

∑ Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, pur-
suant to paragraph 2 of Rule XXVI of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD the rules of 
the Committee on the Budget for the 
106th Congress as adopted by the Com-
mittee. 

The rules follow: 
RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET 

ONE-HUNDRED-SIXTH CONGRESS 
I. MEETINGS 

(1) The committee shall hold its regular 
meeting on the first Thursday of each 
month. Additional meetings may be called 
by the chair as the chair deems necessary to 
expedite committee business. 

(2) Each meeting of the Committee on the 
Budget of the Senate, including meetings to 
conduct hearings, shall be open to the public, 
except that a portion or portions of any such 
meeting may be closed to the public if the 
committee determines by record vote in 
open session of a majority of the members of 
the committee present that the matters to 
be discussed or the testimony to be taken at 
such portion or portions— 

(a) will disclose matters necessary to be 
kept secret in the interests of national de-
fense or the confidential conduct of the for-
eign relations of the United States; 

(b) will relate solely to matters of the com-
mittee staff personnel or internal staff man-
agement or procedure; 

(c) will tend to charge an individual with 
crime or misconduct, to disgrace or injure 
the professional standing of an individual, or 
otherwise to expose an individual to public 
contempt or obloquy, or will represent a 
clearly unwarranted invasion of the privacy 
of an individual; 

(d) will disclose the identity of any in-
former law enforcement agent or will dis-
closed any information relating to the inves-
tigation or prosecution of a criminal offense 
that is required to be kept secret in the in-
terests of effective law enforcement; or 

(e) will disclose information relating to the 
trade secrets or financial or commercial in-
formation pertaining specifically to a given 
person if— 

(i) an act of Congress requires the informa-
tion to be kept confidential by Government 
officers and employees; or 

(ii) the information has been obtained by 
the Government on a confidential basis, 
other than through an application by such 
person for a specific Government financial or 
other benefit, and is required to be kept se-
cret in order to prevent undue injury to the 
competitive position of such person. 

(f) may divulge matters required to be kept 
confidential under other provisions of law or 
Government regulations. 

II. QUORUMS AND VOTING 
(1) Except as provided in paragraphs (2) and 

(3) of this section, a quorum for the trans-
action of committee business shall consist of 
not less than one-third of the membership of 
the entire committee: Provided, that proxies 
shall not be counted in making a quorum. 

(2) A majority of the committee shall con-
stitute a quorum for reporting budget resolu-
tions, legislative measures or recommenda-
tions: Provided, that proxies shall not be 
counted in making a quorum. 

(3) For the purpose of taking sworn or 
unsworn testimony, a quorum of the com-
mittee shall consist of one Senator. 

(4)(a) The Committee may poll— 
(i) internal Committee matters including 

those concerning the Committee’s staff, 
records, and budget; 

(ii) steps in an investigation, including 
issuance of subpoenas, applications for im-
munity orders, and requests for documents 
from agencies; and 

(iii) other Committee business that the 
Committee has designed for polling at a 
meeting, except that the Committee may not 
vote by poll on reporting to the Senate any 
measure, matter, or recommendation, and 
may not vote by poll on closing a meeting or 
hearing to the public. 

(b) To conduct a poll, a Chair shall cir-
culate polling sheets to each Member speci-
fying the matter being polled and the time 
limit for completion of the poll. If any Mem-
ber requests, the matter shall be held for a 
meeting rather than being polled. The chief 
clerk shall keep a record of polls; if the com-
mittee determines by record vote in open 
session of a majority of the members of the 
committee present that the polled matter is 
one of those enumerated in rule I(2)(a)–(f), 
then the record of the poll shall be confiden-
tial. Any Member may move at the Com-
mittee meeting following a poll for a vote on 
the polled decision. 

III. PROXIES 
When a record vote is taken in the com-

mittee on any bill, resolution, amendment, 
or any other question, a quorum being 
present, a member who is unable to attend 
the meeting may vote by proxy if the absent 
member has been informed of the matter on 
which the vote is being recorded and has af-
firmatively requested to be so recorded; ex-
cept that no member may vote by proxy dur-
ing the deliberations on Budget Resolutions. 

IV. HEARINGS AND HEARING PROCEDURES 
(1) The committee shall make public an-

nouncement of the date, place, time, and 
subject matter of any hearing to be con-
ducted on any measure or matter at least 1 
week in advance of such hearing, unless the 
chair and ranking minority member deter-
mines that there is good cause to begin such 
hearing at an earlier date. 

(2) A witness appearing before the com-
mittee shall file a written statement of pro-
posed testimony at least 1 day prior to ap-
pearance, unless the requirement is waived 
by the chair and the ranking minority mem-
ber, following their determination that there 
is good cause for the failure of compliance. 

V. COMMITTEE REPORTS 
(1) When the committee has ordered a 

measure or recommendation reported, fol-
lowing final action, the report thereon shall 
be filed in the Senate at the earliest prac-
ticable time. 

(2) A member of the committee who gives 
notice of an intention to file supplemental, 
minority, or additional views at the time of 
final committee approval of a measure or 
matter, shall be entitled to not less than 3 
calendar days in which to file such views, in 
writing, with the chief clerk of the com-
mittee. Such views shall then be included in 
the committee report and printed in the 
same volume, as a part thereof, and their in-
clusions shall be noted on the cover of the 
report. In the absence of timely notice, the 
committee report may be filed and printed 
immediately without such views. 
VI. USE OF DISPLAY MATERIALS IN COMMITTEE 
(1) Graphic displays used during any meet-

ing or hearing of the committee are limited 
to the following: 

Charts, photographs, or renderings: 
Size: no larger than 36 inches by 48 inches. 

Where: on an easel stand next to the Sen-
ator’s seat or at the rear of the committee 
room. 

When: only at the time the Senator is 
speaking. 

Number: no more than two may be dis-
played at a time.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO HERBERT TANZMAN 
∑ Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I 
rise today in recognition of Herbert 
Tanzman, a man of many talents and 
accomplishments, who is a dedicated 
member of the Highland Park Conserv-
ative Temple and Center. From the 
time of his Bar Mitzvah in 1935; to his 
membership on the Board of Trustees 
for forty-four years; to his Vice-Presi-
dency and Temple Finance Committee 
Chairmanship; and to his service as 
Gabbai, with his brother-in-law Charlie 
for over forty years, Herb has been 
committed to the temple. In recogni-
tion of this service, he was named to 
the select group of Honorary Life Mem-
bers of the Board of Trustees, and he 
was on the Rabbinical Search Commit-
tees for both Rabbi Yakov Hilsenrath 
and Rabbi Eliot Malomet. 

Herb has been active in civic and 
Jewish communal activities for many 
years, and he is currently Director of 
the real estate firm of Jacobson Gold-
farb and Tanzman Associates. Having 
served Highland Park as both council-
man and mayor, Herb is well-known in 
the community. In addition to his re-
sponsibilities at the temple, he has 
been active in the local chapter of the 
Multiple Sclerosis Association, Central 
New Jersey Jewish Home for the Aged, 
YM-YWHA of Raritan Valley, New 
Brunswick post #138 of Jewish War 
Veterans, National Executive Estate 
Commission, Job Corps, United Com-
munity Services, and Raritan Valley 
UJA Federation. In the past, Herb has 
been on the Executive Board of the 
Jewish Federation of Greater Mon-
mouth County, and he currently serves 
as National Vice-Chairman and Na-
tional Campaign Cabinet Member of 
the State of Israel Bonds. Herb is also 
President of the Ocean Cove Condo-
minium Association in West End, New 
Jersey. 

While these activities are impressive, 
Herb truly distinguished himself as a 
serviceman during World War II and 
has since been honored for his numer-
ous achievements. As a combat veteran 
of the Battle of Iwo Jima, he was 
awarded the Navy Air Medal. Herb is 
also the proud recipient of the Jeru-
salem Covenant Award, the Humani-
tarian Award of the National Con-
ference of Christians and Jews, the Ben 
Gurion Award, and Israel’s coveted 
‘‘Sword of the Haganah’’ award for 
record breaking achievement in bond 
sales. Together with his son, Roy, Herb 
received the Family Achievement 
Award of the State of Israel Bonds last 
year at the International Prime Min-
isters Club Dinner. The Chaver Award, 
which Herb is to receive from his tem-
ple, is a testament to his continued 
service on behalf of the community.∑ 
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TRIBUTE TO MARY BUCCA 

∑ Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
today to honor Mary Bucca who is re-
ceiving the Outstanding Volunteer 
Award from the Italian American Cul-
tural Society Senior Group in Warren, 
Michigan, on March 3, 1999. 

Mary is a shining example of service 
above self. She is a Charter Member of 
the Senior Group which was founded in 
1985, and since that time has served as 
President of the Loggia Yolanda Club, 
as well as a member of the Seniors 
Board of Directors, and as a member of 
the Italian American Cultural Center 
Board of Directors. In addition, Mary 
has served as chair and/or committee 
member of their weekly bingo, dinner 
dances and many other events. 

Mary has two children and four 
grandchildren and will be 80 years 
young in March of this year. She is 
known for her tremendous energy and 
spirit. Through her dedication to fam-
ily and local community, she has made 
a tremendous impact by helping oth-
ers. 

I want to express my congratulations 
to Mary Bucca in being awarded the 
Italian American Cultural Society Sen-
ior Group Outstanding Volunteer 
Award. Most importantly, I would like 
to thank her for her commitment to 
helping others. Mary, you truly are an 
example for others to follow.∑ 

f 

HONORING OUR AFRICAN- 
AMERICAN LEADERS 

∑ Mr. KERRY. Mr. President. February 
23rd is an important day not just in 
Black History Month, but in the his-
tory of Massachusetts. Today is the 
birthday of one of the most significant 
leaders ever to call Massachusetts 
home, one of the brave leaders of the 
early civil rights movement whose 
words still stir us today. 

131 years ago, W.E.B. DuBois was 
born in Great Barrington, Massachu-
setts. He studied at Harvard University 
in Cambridge, where he earned his doc-
torate and published his landmark 
book ‘‘Souls of Black Folk,’’ through 
the Harvard University press. 

On college campuses around the 
country, in our high schools, in our cit-
ies, and on our village greens, we are 
still reading that pioneering text—and 
we remember the way it touched off a 
movement and challenged a nation to 
consider the issue of race in a more 
honest and personal light. 

DuBois’s prophetic words about the 
age in which he was living still ring 
true. ‘‘The problem of the twentieth 
century,’’ he wrote, ‘‘is the problem of 
the color line.’’ 

DuBois was right. We look back this 
month and honor the struggles and the 
perseverance of so many courageous 
trailblazers in the civil rights move-
ment, so many leaders whose sacrifices 
paved the way for a society more at-
tune to the guarantees of equal oppor-
tunity under God and under the law— 
ideas as fundamental to the promise of 

America as the Declaration of Inde-
pendence itself. 

This month we remember Dr. King, 
Medgar Evers, James Meredith, Julian 
Bond, the late Rep. Barbara Jordan, 
and my distinguished colleague from 
Georgia, Rep. JOHN LEWIS. We honor 
their efforts to remove the barriers of 
race that kept America from knowing 
the full measure of its own greatness— 
and we look towards their legacy as a 
polestar to guide us towards the future. 

There could be no more appropriate 
time to reflect on the future of the 
Civil Rights Movement and the future 
of our nation itself than today—in this 
historic month, in this, the last year of 
the twentieth century. 

No one can deny that ‘‘the problem of 
the color line’’ was indeed the great 
problem of the twentieth century. But 
no one can deny that America made 
strides in putting that problem to rest, 
in healing our wounds—and in moving 
forward towards a brighter day in 
American history. African American 
family income, college admissions, and 
home ownership have hit an all-time 
high. African American poverty is 
down to near-record levels. African 
Americans have written some of the 
pivotal decisions of our Supreme Court, 
written the laws of our land in the Con-
gress, and written their own inspiring 
stories into the fabric of our history. 

But still more must be done before 
we can say the problem of the color 
line has been eradicated. 

The question before us today is sim-
ple—to paraphrase the words of the 
late Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. 
in his last book, ‘‘where do we go from 
here?’’ 

The violence in Jasper, Texas; the 
conditions of too many of our nation’s 
inner city schools; the subtler forms of 
discrimination still prevalent in so 
many of our top corporations; all these 
problems require our attention if we 
are to make good on the promise that 
never—never again—will an American 
century be defined by our struggles 
over race and our encounters with an 
intransigent crisis. 

With open hearts and open minds— 
and with the commitment and deter-
mination of W.E.B. DuBois or Rosa 
Parks, who forty years ago sat down on 
a bus and said she ‘would not be 
moved’—we too can tell those who 
stand against equality that America 
will not be moved from an unshakable 
belief in the fundamental rights of 
every American—no matter their race, 
creed, or color—to life, liberty, and the 
pursuit of happiness. 

The challenge before us today is to 
summon the leadership in the twenty- 
first century—at the highest levels of 
government, and in our daily lives—to 
wipe away hatred, bigotry, and intoler-
ance—and to make America in the 
image of the African Americans we 
honor this month: the land of the free, 
the proud, and the brave. I urge the 
United States Senate to contemplate 
that challenge on this special day, in 
this important month for the United 
States of America.∑ 

RULES OF PROCEDURE OF THE 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON ETHICS 

∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, in accordance with Rule 
XXVI(2) of the Standing Rules of the 
Senate, I ask that the Rules of Proce-
dure of the Select Committee on Eth-
ics, which were adopted February 23, 
1978, and revised April 1997, be printed 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for the 
106th Congress. 

The rules follow: 
RULES OF PROCEDURE 

(Select Committee on Ethics, Adopted Feb-
ruary 23, 1978, Revised April 1997, S. Prt. 
105–19) 

RULES OF THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON ETHICS 
PART I: ORGANIC AUTHORITY 

SUBPART A—S. RES. 338 AS AMENDED 
(S. Res. 338, 88th Cong., 2d Sess. (1964) 1) 

Resolved, That (a) there is hereby estab-
lished a permanent select committee of the 
Senate to be known as the Select Committee 
on Ethics (referred to hereinafter as the ‘‘Se-
lect Committee’’) consisting of six Members 
of the Senate, of whom three shall be se-
lected from members of the majority party 
and three shall be selected from members of 
the minority party. Members thereof shall be 
appointed by the Senate in accordance with 
the provisions of Paragraph 1 of Rule XXIV 
of the standing rules for the Senate at the 
beginning of each Congress. For purposes of 
paragraph 4 of rule XXV of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate, service of a Senator as 
a member or chairman of the Select Com-
mittee shall not be taken into account. 

Footnotes at end of article. 
(b) Vacancies in the membership of the Se-

lect Committee shall not affect the author-
ity of the remaining members to execute the 
functions of the committee, and shall be 
filled in the same manner as original ap-
pointments thereto are made. 

(c)(1) A majority of the Members of the Se-
lect Committee shall constitute a quorum 
for the transaction of business involving 
complaints and allegations of misconduct, 
including the consideration of matters in-
volving sworn complaints, unsworn allega-
tions or information, resultant preliminary 
inquiries, initial reviews, investigations, 
hearings, recommendations or reports and 
matters relating to Senate Resolution 400, 
agreed to May 19, 1976. 

(2) Three Members shall constitute a 
quorum for the transaction of routine busi-
ness of the Select Committee not covered by 
the first paragraph of this subparagraph, in-
cluding requests for opinions and interpreta-
tions concerning the Code of Official Con-
duct or any other statute or regulation 
under the jurisdiction of the Select Com-
mittee, if one Member of the quorum is a 
Member of the Majority Party and one Mem-
ber of the quorum is a Member of the Minor-
ity Party. During the transaction of routine 
business any Member of the Select Com-
mittee constituting the quorum shall have 
the right to postpone further discussion of a 
pending matter until such time as a major-
ity of the Members of the Select Committee 
are present. 

(3) The Select Committee may fix a lesser 
number as a quorum for the purpose of tak-
ing sworn testimony.2 

3‘‘(d)(1) A member of the Select Committee 
shall be ineligible to participate in any ini-
tial review or investigation relating to his 
own conduct, the conduct of any officer or 
employee he supervises, or the conduct of 
any employee of any officer he supervises, or 
relating to any complaint filed by him, and 
the determinations and recommendations of 
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the Select Committee with respect thereto. 
For purposes of this subparagraph, a Member 
of the Select Committee and an officer of the 
Senate shall be deemed to supervise any offi-
cer or employee consistent with the provi-
sion of paragraph 12 of rule XXXVII of the 
standing Rules of the Senate. 

‘‘(2) A member of the Select Committee 
may, at his discretion, disqualify himself 
from participating in any initial review or 
investigation pending before the Select Com-
mittee and the determinations and rec-
ommendations of the Select Committee with 
respect thereto. Notice of such disqualifica-
tion shall be given in writing to the Presi-
dent of the Senate. 

‘‘(3) Whenever any member of the Select 
Committee is ineligible under paragraph (1) 
to participate in any initial review or inves-
tigation or disqualifies himself under para-
graph (2) from participating in any initial re-
view or investigation, another Member of the 
Senate shall, subject to the provisions of 
subsection (d), be appointed to serve as a 
member of the Select Committee solely for 
purposes of such initial review or investiga-
tion and the determinations and rec-
ommendations of the Select Committee with 
respect thereto. Any Member of the Senate 
appointed for such purposes shall be of the 
same party as the Member who is ineligible 
or disqualifies himself.’’ 

SEC. 2. (a) It shall be the duty of the Select 
Committee to— 

(1) receive complaints and investigate alle-
gations of improper conduct which may re-
flect upon the Senate, violations of law, vio-
lations of the Senate Code of Official Con-
duct,4 and violations of rules and regulations 
of the Senate, relating to the conduct of in-
dividuals in the performance of their duties 
as Members of the Senate, or as officers or 
employees of the Senate, and to make appro-
priate findings of fact and conclusions with 
respect thereto; 

(2) recommend to the Senate by report or 
resolution by a majority vote of the full 
committee disciplinary action (including, 
but not limited to, in the case of a Member: 
censure, expulsion, or recommendation to 
the appropriate party conference regarding 
such Member’s seniority or positions of re-
sponsibility; and in the case of an officer or 
employee: suspension or dismissal)5 to be 
taken with respect to such violations which 
the Select Committee shall determine, after 
according to the individuals concerned due 
notice and opportunity for hearing, to have 
occurred; 

(3) recommend to the Senate, by report or 
resolution, such additional rules or regula-
tions as the Select Committee shall deter-
mine to be necessary or desirable to insure 
proper standards of conduct by Members of 
the Senate, and by officers or employees of 
the Senate, in the performance of their du-
ties and the discharge of their responsibil-
ities; and 

(4) report violations by a majority vote of 
the full committee of any law to the proper 
Federal and State authorities. 

‘‘(b)(1) Each sworn complaint filed with the 
Select Committee shall be in writing, shall 
be in such form as the Select Committee 
may prescribe by regulation, and shall be 
under oath. 

‘‘(2) For purposes of this section, ‘sworn 
complaint’ means a statement of facts with-
in the personal knowledge of the complain-
ant alleging a violation of law, the Senate 
Code of Official Conduct, or any other rule or 
regulation of the Senate relating to the con-
duct of individuals in the performance of 
their duties as Members, officers, or employ-
ees of the Senate. 

‘‘(3) Any person who knowingly and will-
fully swears falsely to a sworn complaint 
does so under penalty of perjury, and the Se-

lect Committee may refer any such case to 
the Attorney General for prosecution. 

‘‘(4) For the purposes of this section, ‘in-
vestigation’ is a proceeding undertaken by 
the Select Committee after a finding, on the 
basis of an initial review, that there is sub-
stantial credible evidence which provides 
substantial cause for the Select Committee 
to conclude that a violation within the juris-
diction of the Select Committee has oc-
curred. 

‘‘(c)(1) No investigation of conduct of a 
Member or officer of the Senate, and no re-
port, resolution, or recommendation relating 
thereto, may be made unless approved by the 
affirmative recorded vote of not less than 
four members of the Select Committee. 

‘‘(2) No other resolution, report, rec-
ommendation, interpretative ruling, or advi-
sory opinion may be made without an affirm-
ative vote of a majority of the members of 
the Select Committee voting. 

‘‘(d)(1) When the Select Committee re-
ceives a sworn complaint against a Member 
or officer of the Senate, it shall promptly 
conduct an initial review of that complaint. 
The initial review shall be of duration and 
scope necessary to determine whether there 
is substantial credible evidence which pro-
vides substantial cause for the Select Com-
mittee to conclude that a violation within 
the jurisdiction of the Select Committee has 
occurred. 

‘‘(2) If as a result of an initial review under 
paragraph (1), the Select Committee deter-
mines by a recorded vote that there is not 
such substantial credible evidence, the Se-
lect Committee shall report such determina-
tion to the complainant and to the party 
charged together with an explanation of the 
basis of such determination. 

‘‘(3) If as a result of an initial review under 
paragraph (1), the Select Committee deter-
mines that a violation is inadvertent, tech-
nical or otherwise of a de minimus nature, 
the Select Committee may attempt to cor-
rect or prevent such a violation by informal 
methods. 

‘‘(4) If as a result of an initial review under 
paragraph (1), the Select Committee deter-
mines that there is such substantial credible 
evidence but that the violation, if proven, is 
neither of a de minimus nature nor suffi-
ciently serious to justify any of the penalties 
expressly referred to in subsection (a)(2), the 
Select Committee may propose a remedy it 
deems appropriate. If the matter is thereby 
resolved, a summary of the Select Commit-
tee’s conclusions and the remedy proposed 
shall be filed as a public record with the Sec-
retary of the Senate and a notice of such fil-
ing shall be printed in the Congressional 
Record. 

‘‘(5) If as the result of an initial review 
under paragraph (1), the Select Committee 
determines that there is such substantial 
credible evidence, the Select Committee 
shall promptly conduct an investigation if 
(A) the violation, if proven, would be suffi-
ciently serious, in the judgment of the Select 
Committee, to warrant imposition of one or 
more of the penalties expressly referred to in 
subsection (a)(2), or (B) the violation, if 
proven, is less serious, but was not resolved 
pursuant to paragraph (4) above. Upon the 
conclusion of such investigation, the Select 
Committee shall report to the Senate, as 
soon as practicable, the results of such inves-
tigation together with its recommendations 
(if any) pursuant to subsection (a)(2). 

‘‘(6) Upon the conclusion of any other in-
vestigation respecting the conduct of a Mem-
ber or officer undertaken by the Select Com-
mittee, the Select Committee shall report to 
the Senate, as soon as practicable, the re-
sults of such investigation together with its 
recommendations (if any) pursuant to sub-
section (a)(2). 

‘‘(e) When the Select Committee receives a 
sworn complaint against an employee of the 
Senate, it shall consider the complaint ac-
cording to procedures it deems appropriate. 
If the Select Committee determines that the 
complaint is without substantial merit, it 
shall notify the complainant and the accused 
of its determination, together with an expla-
nation of the basis of such determination. 

‘‘(f) The Select Committee may, in its dis-
cretion, employ hearing examiners to hear 
testimony and make findings of fact and/or 
recommendations to the Select Committee 
concerning the disposition of complaints. 

‘‘(g) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this section, no initial review or investiga-
tion shall be made of any alleged violation of 
any law, the Senate Code of Official Conduct, 
rule, or regulation which was not in effect at 
the time the alleged violation occurred. No 
provisions of the Senate Code of Official Con-
duct shall apply to or require disclosure of 
any act, relationship, or transaction which 
occurred prior to the effective date of the ap-
plicable provision of the Code. The Select 
Committee may conduct an initial review or 
investigation of any alleged violation of a 
rule or law which was in effect prior to the 
enactment of the Senate Code of Official 
Conduct if the alleged violation occurred 
while such rule or law was in effect and the 
violation was not a matter resolved on the 
merits by the predecessor Select Committee. 

‘‘(h) The Select Committee shall adopt 
written rules setting forth procedures to be 
used in conducting investigations of com-
plaints.6 

(i) 7 The Select Committee from time to 
time shall transmit to the Senate its rec-
ommendation as to any legislative measures 
which it may consider to be necessary for 
the effective discharge of its duties. 

SEC. 3. (a) The Select Committee is author-
ized to (1) make such expenditures; (2) hold 
such hearings; (3) sit and act at such times 
and places during the sessions, recesses, and 
adjournment periods of the Senate; (4) re-
quire by subpoena or otherwise the attend-
ance of such witnesses and the production of 
such correspondence, books, papers, and doc-
uments; (5) administer such oaths; (6) take 
such testimony orally or by deposition; (7) 
employ and fix the compensation of a staff 
director, a counsel, an assistant counsel, one 
or more investigators, one or more hearing 
examiners, (8) and such technical, clerical, 
and other assistants and consultants as it 
deems advisable; and (8) to procure the tem-
porary services (not in excess of one year) or 
intermittent services of individual consult-
ants, or organizations thereof, by contract as 
independent contractors or, in the case of in-
dividuals, by employment at daily rates of 
compensation not in excess of the per diem 
equivalent of the highest rate of compensa-
tion which may be paid to a regular em-
ployee of the Select Committee.9 

10(b)(1) The Select Committee is authorized 
to retain and compensate counsel not em-
ployed by the Senate (or by any department 
or agency of the executive branch of the 
Government) whenever the Select Com-
mittee determines that the retention of out-
side counsel is necessary or appropriate for 
any action regarding any complaint or alle-
gation, which, in the determination of the 
Select Committee is more appropriately con-
ducted by counsel not employed by the Gov-
ernment of the United States as a regular 
employee. 

‘‘(2) Any investigation conducted under 
section 2 shall be conducted by outside coun-
sel as authorized in paragraph (1), unless the 
Select Committee determines not to use out-
side counsel. 

11‘‘(c) With the prior consent of the depart-
ment or agency concerned, the Select Com-
mittee may (1) utilize the services, informa-
tion and facilities of any such department or 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1834 February 23, 1999 
agency of the Government, and (2) employ on 
a reimbursable basis or otherwise the serv-
ices of such personnel of any such depart-
ment or agency as it deems advisable. With 
the consent of any other committee of the 
Senate, or any subcommittee thereof, the 
Select Committee may utilize the facilities 
and the services of the staff of such other 
committee or subcommittee whenever the 
chairman of the Select Committee deter-
mines that such action is necessary and ap-
propriate. 

‘‘(d) Subpoenas may be issued (1) by the Se-
lect Committee or (2) by the chairman and 
vice chairman, acting jointly. Any such sub-
poena shall be signed by the chairman or the 
vice chairman and may be served by any per-
son designated by such chairman or vice 
chairman. The chairman of the Select Com-
mittee or any member thereof may admin-
ister oaths to witnesses.12 

13‘‘(e)(1) The Select Committee shall pre-
scribe and publish such regulations as it 
feels are necessary to implement the Senate 
Code of Official Conduct. 

‘‘(2) The Select Committee is authorized to 
issue interpretative rulings explaining and 
clarifying the application of any law, the 
Code of Official Conduct, or any rule or regu-
lation of the Senate within its jurisdiction. 

‘‘(3) The Select Committee shall render an 
advisory opinion, in writing within a reason-
able time, in response to a written request 
by a Member or officer of the Senate or a 
candidate for nomination for election, or 
election to the Senate, concerning the appli-
cation of any law, the Senate Code of Official 
Conduct, or any rule or regulation of the 
Senate within its jurisdiction to a specific 
factual situation pertinent to the conduct or 
proposed conduct of the person seeking the 
advisory opinion. 

‘‘(4) The Select Committee may in its dis-
cretion render an advisory opinion in writing 
within a reasonable time in response to a 
written request by any employee of the Sen-
ate concerning the application of any law, 
the Senate Code of Official Conduct, or any 
rule or regulation of the Senate within its 
jurisdiction to a specific factual situation 
pertinent to the conduct or proposed conduct 
of the person seeking the advisory opinion. 

‘‘(5) Notwithstanding any provision of the 
Senate Code of Official Conduct or any rule 
or regulation of the Senate, any person who 
relies upon any provision or finding of an ad-
visory opinion in accordance with the provi-
sions of paragraphs (3) and (4) and who acts 
in good faith in accordance with the provi-
sions and findings of such advisory opinion 
shall not, as a result of any such act, be sub-
ject to any sanction by the Senate. 

‘‘(6) Any advisory opinion rendered by the 
Select Committee under paragraphs (3) and 
(4) may be relied upon by (A) any person in-
volved in the specific transaction or activity 
with respect to which such advisory opinion 
is rendered: Provided, however, that the re-
quest for such advisory opinion included a 
complete and accurate statement of the spe-
cific factual situation; and, (B) any person 
involved in any specific transaction or activ-
ity which is indistinguishable in all its mate-
rial aspects from the transaction or activity 
with respect to which such advisory opinion 
is rendered. 

‘‘(7) Any advisory opinion issued in re-
sponse to a request under paragraph (3) or (4) 
shall be printed in the Congressional Record 
with appropriate deletions to assure the pri-
vacy of the individual concerned. The Select 
Committee shall, to the extent practicable, 
before rendering an advisory opinion, pro-
vide any interested party with an oppor-
tunity to transmit written comments to the 
Select Committee with respect to the re-
quest for such advisory opinion. The advi-
sory opinions issued by the Select Com-

mittee shall be compiled, indexed, repro-
duced, and made available on a periodic 
basis. 

‘‘(8) A brief description of a waiver granted 
under paragraph 2(c) of rule XXXIV or para-
graph 1 of rule XXXV of the Standing Rules 
of the Senate shall be made available upon 
request in the Select Committee office with 
appropriate deletions to assure the privacy 
of the individual concerned. 

SEC. 4. The expenses of the Select Com-
mittee under this resolution shall be paid 
from the contingent fund of the Senate upon 
vouchers approved by the chairman of the 
Select Committee. 

SEC. 5. As used in this resolution, the term 
‘‘officer or employee of the Senate’’ means— 

(1) an elected officer of the Senate who is 
not a Member of the Senate; 

(2) an employee of the Senate, any com-
mittee or subcommittee of the Senate, or 
any Member of the Senate; 

(3) the Legislative Counsel of the Senate or 
any employee of his office; 

(4) an Official Reporter of Debates of the 
Senate and any person employed by the Offi-
cial Reporters of Debates of the Senate in 
connection with the performance of their of-
ficial duties; 

(5) a member of the Capitol Police force 
whose compensation is disbursed by the Sec-
retary of the Senate; 

(6) an employee of the Vice President if 
such employee’s compensation is disbursed 
by the Secretary of the Senate; and 

(7) an employee of a joint committee of the 
Congress whose compensation is disbursed by 
the Secretary of the Senate. 
SUBPART B—PUBLIC LAW 93–191—FRANKED MAIL, 

PROVISIONS RELATING TO THE SELECT COM-
MITTEE 
SEC. 6. (a) The Select Committee on Stand-

ards and Conduct of the Senate shall provide 
guidance, assistance, advice and counsel, 
through advisory opinions or consultations, 
in connection with the mailing or con-
templated mailing of franked mail under sec-
tion 3210, 3211, 3212, 3218(2) or 3218, and in 
connection with the operation of section 
3215, of title 39, United States Code, upon the 
request of any Member of the Senate or 
Member-elect, surviving spouse of any of the 
foregoing, or other Senate official, entitled 
to send mail as franked mail under any of 
those sections. The select committee shall 
prescribe regulations governing the proper 
use of the franking privilege under those sec-
tions by such persons. 

(b) Any complaint filed by any person with 
the select committee that a violation of any 
section of title 39, United States Code, re-
ferred to in subsection (a) of this section is 
about to occur or has occurred within the 
immediately preceding period of 1 year, by 
any person referred to in such subsection (a), 
shall contain pertinent factual material and 
shall conform to regulations prescribed by 
the select committee. The select committee, 
if it determines there is reasonable justifica-
tion for the complaint, shall conduct an in-
vestigation of the matter, including an in-
vestigation of reports and statements filed 
by that complainant with respect to the 
matter which is the subject of the complaint. 
The committee shall afford to the person 
who is the subject of the complaint due no-
tice and, if it determines that there is sub-
stantial reason to believe that such violation 
has occurred or is about to occur, oppor-
tunity for all parties to participate in a 
hearing before the select committee. The se-
lect committee shall issue a written decision 
on each complaint under this subsection not 
later than thirty days after such a complaint 
has been filed or, if a hearing is held, not 
later than thirty days after the conclusion of 
such hearing. Such decision shall be based on 

written findings of fact in the case by the se-
lect committee. If the select committee 
finds, in its written decision, that a violation 
has occurred or is about to occur, the com-
mittee may take such action and enforce-
ment as it considers appropriate in accord-
ance with applicable rules, precedents, and 
standing orders of the Senate, and such 
other standards as may be prescribed by such 
committee. 

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, no court or administrative body in the 
United States or in any territory thereof 
shall have jurisdiction to entertain any civil 
action of any character concerning or re-
lated to a violation of the franking laws or 
an abuse of the franking privilege by any 
person listed under subsection (a) of this sec-
tion as entitled to send mail as franked mail, 
until a complaint has been filed with the se-
lect committee and the committee has ren-
dered a decision under subsection (b) of this 
section. 

(d) The select committee shall prescribe 
regulations for the holding of investigations 
and hearings, the conduct of proceedings, 
and the rendering of decisions under this 
subsection providing for equitable proce-
dures and the protection of individual, pub-
lic, and Government interests. The regula-
tions shall, insofar as practicable, contain 
the substance of the administrative proce-
dure provisions of sections 551–559 and 701– 
706, of title 5, United States Code. These reg-
ulations shall govern matters under this sub-
section subject to judicial review thereof. 

(e) The select committee shall keep a com-
plete record of all its actions, including a 
record of the votes on any question on which 
a record vote is demanded. All records, data, 
and files of the select committee shall be the 
property of the Senate and shall be kept in 
the offices of the select committee or such 
other places as the committee may direct. 
SUBPART C—STANDING ORDERS OF THE SENATE 

REGARDING UNAUTHORIZED DISCLOSURE OF 
INTELLIGENCE INFORMATION, S. RES. 400, 94TH 
CONGRESS, PROVISIONS RELATING TO THE SE-
LECT COMMITTEE 
SEC. 8. * * * 
(c)(1) No information in the possession of 

the select committee relating to the lawful 
intelligence activities of any department or 
agency of the United States which has been 
classified under established security proce-
dures and which the select committee, pur-
suant to subsection (a) or (b) of this section, 
has determined should not be disclosed, shall 
be made available to any person by a Mem-
ber, officer, or employee of the Senate except 
in a closed session of the Senate or as pro-
vided in paragraph (2). 

(2) The select committee may, under such 
regulations as the committee shall prescribe 
to protect the confidentiality of such infor-
mation, make any information described in 
paragraph (1) available to any other com-
mittee or any other Member of the Senate. 
Whenever the select committee makes such 
information available, the committee shall 
keep a written record showing, in the case of 
any particular information, which com-
mittee or which Members of the Senate re-
ceived such information. No Member of the 
Senate who, and no committee which, re-
ceives any information under this sub-
section, shall disclose such information ex-
cept in a closed session of the Senate. 

(d) It shall be the duty of the Select Com-
mittee on Standards and Conduct to inves-
tigate any unauthorized disclosure of intel-
ligence information by a Member, officer or 
employee of the Senate in violation of sub-
section (c) and to report to the Senate con-
cerning any allegation which it finds to be 
substantiated. 

(e) Upon the request of any person who is 
subject to any such investigation, the Select 
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Committee on Standards and Conduct shall 
release to such individual at the conclusion 
of its investigation a summary of its inves-
tigation together with its findings. If, at the 
conclusion of its investigation, the Select 
Committee on Standards and Conduct deter-
mines that there has been a significant 
breach of confidentiality or unauthorized 
disclosure by a Member, officer, or employee 
of the Senate, it shall report its findings to 
the Senate and recommend appropriate ac-
tion such as censure, removal from com-
mittee membership, or expulsion from the 
Senate, in the case of a Member, or removal 
from office or employment or punishment 
for contempt, in the case of an officer or em-
ployee. 
SUBPART D—RELATING TO RECEIPT AND DIS-

POSITION OF FOREIGN GIFTS AND DECORA-
TIONS RECEIVED BY MEMBERS, OFFICERS AND 
EMPLOYEES OF THE SENATE OR THEIR 
SPOUSES OR DEPENDENTS, PROVISIONS RELAT-
ING TO THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON ETHICS 
Section 7342 of title 5, United States Code, 

states as follows: 
SEC. 7342. Receipt and disposition of for-

eign gifts and decorations. 
‘‘(a) For the purpose of this section- 
(1) ‘‘employee’’ means— 
(A) an employee as defined by section 2105 

of this title and an officer or employee of the 
United States Postal Service or of the Postal 
Rate Commission; 

(B) an expert or consultant who is under 
contract under section 3109 of this title with 
the United States or any agency, depart-
ment, or establishment thereof, including, in 
the case of an organization performing serv-
ices under such section, any individual in-
volved in the performance of such services; 

(C) an individual employed by, or occu-
pying an office or position in, the govern-
ment of a territory or possession of the 
United States or the government of the Dis-
trict of Columbia; 

(D) a member of a uniformed service; 
(E) the President and the Vice President; 
(F) a Member of Congress as defined by sec-

tion 2106 of this title (except the Vice Presi-
dent) and any Delegate to the Congress; and 

(G) the spouse of an individual described in 
subparagraphs (A) through (F) (unless such 
individual and his or her spouse are sepa-
rated) or a dependent (within the meaning of 
section 152 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986) of such an individual, other than a 
spouse or dependent who is an employee 
under subparagraphs (A) through (F); 

(2) ‘‘foreign government’’ means— 
(A) any unit of foreign governmental au-

thority, including any foreign national, 
State, local, and municipal government; 

(B) any international or multinational or-
ganization whose membership is composed of 
any unit of foreign government described in 
subparagraph (A); and 

(C) any agent or representative of any such 
unit or such organization, while acting as 
such; 

(3) ‘‘gift’’ means a tangible or intangible 
present (other than a decoration) tendered 
by, or received from, a foreign government; 

(4) ‘‘decoration’’ means an order, device, 
medal, badge, insignia, emblem, or award 
tendered by, or received from, a foreign gov-
ernment; 

(5) ‘‘minimal value’’ means a retail value 
in the United States at the time of accept-
ance of $100 or less, except that— 

(A) on January 1, 1981, and at 3 year inter-
vals thereafter, ‘‘minimal value’’ shall be re-
defined in regulations prescribed by the Ad-
ministrator of General Services, in consulta-
tion with the Secretary of State, to reflect 
changes in the consumer price index for the 
immediately preceding 3-year period; and 

(B) regulations of an employing agency 
may define ‘‘minimal value’’ for its employ-

ees to be less than the value established 
under this paragraph; and 

(6) ‘‘employing agency’’ means— 
(A) the Committee on Standards of Official 

Conduct of the House of Representatives, for 
Members and employees of the House of Rep-
resentatives, except that those responsibil-
ities specified in subsections (c)(2)(A), (e)(1), 
and (g)(2)(B) shall be carried out by the Clerk 
of the House; 

(B) the Select Committee on Ethics of the 
Senate, for Senators and employees of the 
Senate, except that those responsibilities 
(other than responsibilities involving ap-
proval of the employing agency) specified in 
subsections (c)(2), (d), and (g)(2)(B) shall be 
carried out by the Secretary of the Senate; 

(C) the Administrative Office of the United 
States Courts, for judges and judicial branch 
employees; and 

(D) the department, agency, office, or 
other entity in which an employee is em-
ployed, for other legislative branch employ-
ees and for all executive branch employees. 

(b) An employee may not— 
(l) request or otherwise encourage the ten-

der of a gift or decoration; or 
(2) accept a gift or decoration, other than 

in accordance with, the provisions of sub-
sections (c) and (d). 

(c)(1) The Congress consents to— 
(A) the accepting and retaining by an em-

ployee of a gift of minimal value tendered 
and received as a souvenir or mark of cour-
tesy; and 

(B) the accepting by an employee of a gift 
of more than minimal value when such gift 
is in the nature of an educational scholar-
ship or medical treatment or when it appears 
that to refuse the gift would likely cause of-
fense or embarrassment or otherwise ad-
versely affect the foreign relations of the 
United States, except that 

(i) a tangible gift of more than minimal 
value is deemed to have been accepted on be-
half of the United States and, upon accept-
ance, shall become the property of the 
United States; and 

(ii) an employee may accept gifts of travel 
or expenses for travel taking place entirely 
outside the United States (such as transpor-
tation, food, and lodging) of more than mini-
mal value if such acceptance is appropriate, 
consistent with the interests of the United 
States, and permitted by the employing 
agency and any regulations which may be 
prescribed by the employing agency. 

(2) Within 60 days after accepting a tan-
gible gift of more than minimal value (other 
than a gift described in paragraph(1)(B)(ii)), 
an employee shall— 

(A) deposit the gift for disposal with his or 
her employing agency; or 

(B) subject to the approval of the employ-
ing agency, deposit the gift with that agency 
for official use. 

Within 30 days after terminating the offi-
cial use of a gift under subparagraph (B), the 
employing agency shall forward the gift to 
the Administrator of General Services in ac-
cordance with subsection (e)(1) or provide for 
its disposal in accordance with subsection 
(e)(2). 

(3) When an employee deposits a gift of 
more than minimal value for disposal or for 
official use pursuant to paragraph (2), or 
within 30 days after accepting travel or trav-
el expenses as provided in paragraph 
(1)(B)(ii) unless such travel or travel ex-
penses are accepted in accordance with spe-
cific instructions of his or her employing 
agency, the employee shall file a statement 
with his or her employing agency or its dele-
gate containing the information prescribed 
in subsection (f) for that gift. 

(d) The Congress consents to the accepting, 
retaining, and wearing by an employee of a 
decoration tendered in recognition of active 

field service in time of combat operations or 
awarded for other outstanding or unusually 
meritorious performance, subject to the ap-
proval of the employing agency of such em-
ployee. Without this approval, the decora-
tion is deemed to have been accepted on be-
half of the United States, shall become the 
property of the United States, and shall be 
deposited by the employee, within sixty days 
of acceptance, with the employing agency 
for official use, for forwarding to the Admin-
istrator of General Services for disposal in 
accordance with subsection (e)(1), or for dis-
posal in accordance with subsection (e)(2). 

(e)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), 
gifts and decorations that have been depos-
ited with an employing agency for disposal 
shall be (A) returned to the donor, or (B) for-
warded to the Administrator of General 
Services for transfer, donation, or other dis-
posal in accordance with the provisions of 
the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949. However, no gift or 
decoration that has been deposited for dis-
posal may be sold without the approval of 
the Secretary of State, upon a determination 
that the sale will not adversely affect the 
foreign relations of the United States. Gifts 
and decorations may be sold by negotiated 
sale. 

(2) Gifts and decorations received by a Sen-
ator or an employee of the Senate that are 
deposited with the Secretary of the Senate 
for disposal, or are deposited for an official 
use which has terminated, shall be disposed 
of by the Commission on Arts and Antiq-
uities of the United States Senate. Any such 
gift or decoration may be returned by the 
Commission to the donor or may be trans-
ferred or donated by the Commission, subject 
to such terms and conditions as it may pre-
scribe, (A) to an agency or instrumentality 
of (i) the United States, (ii) a State, terri-
tory, or possession of the United States, or a 
political subdivision of the foregoing, or (iii) 
the District of Columbia, or (B) to an organi-
zation described in section 501(c)(3) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 which is exempt 
from taxation under section 501(a) of such 
Code. Any such gift or decoration not dis-
posed of as provided in the preceding sen-
tence shall be forwarded to the Adminis-
trator of General Services for disposal in ac-
cordance with paragraph (1). If the Adminis-
trator does not dispose of such gift or deco-
ration within one year, he shall, at the re-
quest of the Commission, return it to the 
Commission and the Commission may dis-
pose of such gift or decoration in such man-
ner as it considers proper, except that such 
gift or decoration may be sold only with the 
approval of the Secretary of State upon a de-
termination that the sale will not adversely 
affect the foreign relations of the United 
States. 

(f)(1) Not later than January 31 of each 
year, each employing agency or its delegate 
shall compile a listing of all statements filed 
during the preceding year by the employees 
of that agency pursuant to subsection (c)(3) 
and shall transmit such listing to the Sec-
retary of State who shall publish a com-
prehensive listing of all such statements in 
the Federal Register. 

(2) Such listings shall include for each tan-
gible gift reported (A) the name and position 
of the employee; 

(B) a brief description of the gift and the 
circumstances justifying acceptance; 

(C) the identity, if known, of the foreign 
government and the name and position of 
the individual who presented the gift; 

(D) the date of acceptance of the gift; 
(E) the estimated value in the United 

States of the gift at the time of acceptance; 
and 

(F) disposition or current location of the 
gift. 
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(3) Such listings shall include for each gift 

of travel or travel expenses— 
(A) the name and position of the employee; 
(B) a brief description of the gift and the 

circumstances justifying acceptance; and 
(C) the identity, if known, of the foreign 

government and the name and position of 
the individual who presented the gift. 

(4) In transmitting such listings for the 
Central Intelligence Agency, the Director of 
Central Intelligence may delete the informa-
tion described in subparagraphs (A) and (C) 
of paragraphs (2) and (3) if the Director cer-
tifies in writing to the Secretary of State 
that the publication of such information 
could adversely affect United States intel-
ligence sources. 

(g)(1) Each employing agency shall pre-
scribe such regulations as may be necessary 
to carry out the purpose of this section. For 
all employing agencies in the executive 
branch, such regulations shall be prescribed 
pursuant to guidance provided by the Sec-
retary of State. These regulations shall be 
implemented by each employing agency for 
its employees. 

(2) Each employing agency shall 
(A) report to the Attorney General cases in 

which there is reason to believe that an em-
ployee has violated this section; 

(B) establish a procedure for obtaining an 
appraisal, when necessary, of the value of 
gifts; and 

(C) take any other actions necessary to 
carry out the purpose of this section. 

(h) The Attorney General may bring a civil 
action in any district court of the United 
States against any employee who knowingly 
solicits or accepts a gift from a foreign gov-
ernment not consented to by this section or 
who fails to deposit or report such gift as re-
quired by this section. The court in which 
such action is brought may assess a penalty 
against such employee in any amount not to 
exceed the retail value of the gift improperly 
solicited or received plus $5,000. 

(i) The President shall direct all Chiefs of 
a United States Diplomatic Mission to in-
form their host governments that it is a gen-
eral policy of the United States Government 
to prohibit United States Government em-
ployees from receiving gifts or decorations of 
more than minimal value. 

(j) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to derogate any regulation prescribed 
by any employing agency which provides for 
more stringent limitations on the receipt of 
gifts and decorations by its employees. 

(k) The provisions of this section do not 
apply to grants and other forms of assistance 
to which section 108A of the Mutual Edu-
cational and Cultural Exchange Act of 1961 
applies. 
PART II: SUPPLEMENTARY PROCEDURAL RULES 

RULE 1. GENERAL PROCEDURES 
(a) Officers: The Committee shall select a 

Chairman and Vice Chairman from among 
its members. In the absence of the Chairman, 
the duties of the Chair shall be filled by the 
Vice Chairman or, in the Vice Chairman’s 
absence, a Committee member designated by 
the Chairman. 

(b) Procedural Rules: The basic procedural 
rules of the Committee are stated as a part 
of the Standing Orders of the Senate in Sen-
ate Resolution 338, 88th Congress, as amend-
ed, as well as other resolutions and laws. 
Supplementary Procedural Rules are stated 
herein and are hereinafter referred to as the 
Rules. The Rules shall be published in the 
Congressional Record not later than thirty 
days after adoption, and copies shall be made 
available by the Committee office upon re-
quest. 

(c) Meetings: 
(1) The regular meeting of the Committee 

shall be the first Thursday of each month 
while the Congress is in session. 

(2) Special meetings may be held at the 
call of the Chairman or Vice Chairman if at 
least forty-eight hours notice is furnished to 
all members. If all members agree, a special 
meeting may be held on less than forty-eight 
hours notice. 

(3)(A) If any member of the Committee de-
sires that a special meeting of the Com-
mittee be called, the member may file in the 
office of the Committee a written request to 
the Chairman or Vice Chairman for that spe-
cial meeting. 

(B) Immediately upon the filing of the re-
quest the Clerk of the Committee shall no-
tify the Chairman and Vice Chairman of the 
filing of the request. If, within three cal-
endar days after the filing of the request, the 
Chairman or the Vice Chairman does not call 
the requested special meeting, to be held 
within seven calendar days after the filing of 
the request, any three of the members of the 
Committee may file their written notice in 
the office of the Committee that a special 
meeting of the Committee will be held at a 
specified date and hour; such special meeting 
may not occur until forty-eight hours after 
the notice is filed. The Clerk shall imme-
diately notify all members of the Committee 
of the date and hour of the special meeting. 
The Committee shall meet at the specified 
date and hour. 

(d) Quorum: 
(1) A majority of the members of the Select 

Committee shall constitute a quorum for the 
transaction of business involving complaints 
and allegations of misconduct, including the 
consideration of matters involving sworn 
complaints, unsworn allegations or informa-
tion, resultant preliminary inquiries, initial 
reviews, investigations, hearings, rec-
ommendations or reports and matters relat-
ing to Senate Resolution 400, agreed to May 
19, 1976. 

(2) Three members shall constitute a 
quorum for the transaction of the routine 
business of the Select Committee not cov-
ered by the first subparagraph of this para-
graph, including requests for opinions and 
interpretations concerning the Code of Offi-
cial Conduct or any other statute or regula-
tion under the jurisdiction of the Select 
Committee, if one member of the quorum is 
a Member of the Majority Party and one 
member of the quorum is a Member of the 
Minority Party. During the transaction of 
routine business any member of the Select 
Committee constituting the quorum shall 
have the right to postpone further discussion 
of a pending matter until such time as a ma-
jority of the members of the Select Com-
mittee are present. 

(3) Except for an adjudicatory hearing 
under Rule 6 and any deposition taken out-
side the presence of a Member under Rule 7, 
one Member shall constitute a quorum for 
hearing testimony, provided that all Mem-
bers have been given notice of the hearing 
and the Chairman has designated a Member 
of the Majority Party and the Vice Chairman 
has designated a Member of the Minority 
Party to be in attendance, either of whom in 
the absence of the other may constitute the 
quorum. 

(e) Order of Business: Questions as to the 
order of business and the procedure of the 
Committee shall in the first instance be de-
cided by the Chairman and Vice Chairman, 
subject to reversal by a vote by a majority of 
the Committee. (f) Hearings Announcements: 
The Committee shall make public announce-
ment of the date, place and subject matter of 
any hearing to be conducted by it at least 
one week before the commencement of that 
hearing, and shall publish such announce-
ment in the Congressional Record. If the 
Committee determines that there is good 
cause to commence a hearing at an earlier 
date, such notice will be given at the earliest 
possible time. 

(g) Open and Closed Committee Meetings: 
Meetings of the Committee shall be open to 
the public or closed to the public (executive 
session), as determined under the provisions 
of paragraphs 5 (b) to (d) of Rule XXVI of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate. Executive ses-
sion meetings of the Committee shall be 
closed except to the members and the staff of 
the Committee. On the motion of any mem-
ber, and with the approval of a majority of 
the Committee members present, other indi-
viduals may be admitted to an executive ses-
sion meeting for a specific period or purpose. 

(h) Record of Testimony and Committee 
Action: An accurate stenographic or tran-
scribed electronic record shall be kept of all 
Committee proceedings, whether in execu-
tive or public session. Such record shall in-
clude Senators’ votes on any question on 
which a recorded vote is held. The record of 
a witness’ testimony, whether in public or 
executive session, shall be made available for 
inspection to the witness or his counsel 
under Committee supervision; a copy of any 
testimony given by that witness in public 
session, or that part of the testimony given 
by the witness in executive session and sub-
sequently quoted or made part of the record 
in a public session shall be made available to 
any witness if he so requests. (See Rule 6 on 
Procedures for Conducting Hearings.) 

(i) Secrecy of Executive Testimony and Ac-
tion and of Complaint Proceedings: 

(1) All testimony and action taken in exec-
utive session shall be kept secret and shall 
not be released outside the Committee to 
any individual or group, whether govern-
mental or private, without the approval of a 
majority of the Committee. 

(2) All testimony and action relating to a 
sworn complaint shall be kept secret and 
shall not be released by the Committee to 
any individual or group, whether govern-
mental or private, except the respondent, 
without the approval of a majority of the 
Committee, until such time as a report to 
the Senate is required under Senate Resolu-
tion 338, 88th Congress, as amended, or unless 
otherwise permitted under these Rules. (See 
Rule 9 on Procedures for Handling Com-
mittee Sensitive and Classified Materials.) 

(j) Release of Reports to Public: No infor-
mation pertaining to, or copies of any Com-
mittee report, study, or other document 
which purports to express the view, findings, 
conclusions or recommendations of the Com-
mittee in connection with any of its activi-
ties or proceedings may be released to any 
individual or group whether governmental or 
private, without the authorization of the 
Committee. Whenever the Chairman or Vice 
Chairman is authorized to make any deter-
mination, then the determination may be re-
leased at his or her discretion. Each member 
of the Committee shall be given a reasonable 
opportunity to have separate views included 
as part of any Committee report. (See Rule 9 
on Procedures for Handling Committee Sen-
sitive and Classified Materials.) 

(k) Ineligibility or Disqualification of 
Members and Staff: 

(1) A member of the Committee shall be in-
eligible to participate in any Committee pro-
ceeding that relates specifically to any of 
the following: 

(A) The member’s own conduct; 
(B) The conduct of any employee or officer 

that the member supervises, as defined in 
paragraph 12 of Rule XXXVII of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate; 

(C) The conduct of any employee or any of-
ficer that the member supervises; or 

(D) A complaint, sworn or unsworn, that 
was filed by a member, or by any employee 
or officer that the member supervises. 

(2) If any Committee proceeding appears to 
relate to a member of the Committee in a 
manner described in subparagraph (1) of this 
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paragraph, the staff shall prepare a report to 
the Chairman and Vice Chairman. If either 
the Chairman or the Vice Chairman con-
cludes from the report that it appears that 
the member may be ineligible, the member 
shall be notified in writing of the nature of 
the particular proceeding and the reason 
that it appears that the member may be in-
eligible to participate in it. If the member 
agrees that he or she is ineligible, the mem-
ber shall so notify the Chairman or Vice 
Chairman. If the member believes that he or 
she is not ineligible, he or she may explain 
the reasons to the Chairman and Vice Chair-
man, and if they both agree that the member 
is not ineligible, the member shall continue 
to serve. But if either the Chairman or Vice 
Chairman continues to believe that the 
member is ineligible, while the member be-
lieves that he or she is not ineligible, the 
matter shall be promptly referred to the 
Committee. The member shall present his or 
her arguments to the Committee in execu-
tive session. Any contested questions con-
cerning a member’s eligibility shall be de-
cided by a majority vote of the Committee, 
meeting in executive session, with the mem-
ber in question not participating. 

(3) A member may also disqualify himself 
from participating in a Committee pro-
ceeding in other circumstances not listed in 
subparagraph (k)(1). 

(4) The President of the Senate shall be 
given written notice of the ineligibility or 
disqualification of any member from any ini-
tial review, investigation, or other pro-
ceeding requiring the appointment of an-
other member in accordance with subpara-
graph (k)(5). 

(5) Whenever a member of the Committee 
is ineligible to participate in or disqualifies 
himself from participating in any initial re-
view, investigation, or other substantial 
Committee proceeding, another Member of 
the Senate who is of the same party shall be 
appointed by the Senate in accordance with 
the provisions of paragraph 1 of Rule XXIV 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, to serve 
as a member of the Committee solely for the 
purposes of that proceeding. 

(6) A member of the Committee staff shall 
be ineligible to participate in any Com-
mittee proceeding that the staff director or 
outside counsel determines relates specifi-
cally to any of the following: 

(A) the staff member’s own conduct; 
(B) the conduct of any employee that the 

staff member supervises; 
(C) the conduct of any Member, officer or 

employee for whom the staff member has 
worked for any substantial period; or 

(D) a complaint, sworn or unsworn, that 
was filed by the staff member. At the direc-
tion or with the consent of the staff director 
or outside counsel, a staff member may also 
be disqualified from participating in a Com-
mittee proceeding in other circumstances 
not listed above. 

(l) Recorded Votes: Any member may re-
quire a recorded vote on any matter. 

(m) Proxies; Recording Votes of Absent 
Members: 

(1) Proxy voting shall not be allowed when 
the question before the Committee is the ini-
tiation or continuation of an initial review 
or an investigation, or the issuance of a re-
port or recommendation related thereto con-
cerning a Member or officer of the Senate. In 
any such case an absent member’s vote may 
be announced solely for the purpose of re-
cording the member’s position and such an-
nounced votes shall not be counted for or 
against the motion. 

(2) On matters other than matters listed in 
paragraph (m)(1) above, the Committee may 
order that the record be held open for the 
vote of absentees or recorded proxy votes if 
the absent Committee member has been in-

formed of the matter on which the vote oc-
curs and has affirmatively requested the 
Chairman or Vice Chairman in writing that 
he be so recorded. 

(3) All proxies shall be in writing, and shall 
be delivered to the Chairman or Vice Chair-
man to be recorded. 

(4) Proxies shall not be considered for the 
purpose of establishing a quorum. 

(n) Approval of Blind Trusts and Foreign 
Travel Requests Between Sessions and Dur-
ing Extended Recesses: During any period in 
which the Senate stands in adjournment be-
tween sessions of the Congress or stands in a 
recess scheduled to extend beyond fourteen 
days, the Chairman and Vice Chairman, or 
their designees, acting jointly, are author-
ized to approve or disapprove blind trusts 
under the provision of Rule XXXIV, and to 
approve or disapprove foreign travel requests 
which require immediate resolution. 

(o) Committee Use of Services or Employ-
ees of Other Agencies and Departments: With 
the prior consent of the department or agen-
cy involved, the Committee may (1) utilize 
the services, information, or facilities of any 
such department or agency of the Govern-
ment, and (2) employ on a reimbursable basis 
or otherwise the services of such personnel of 
any such department or agency as it deems 
advisable. With the consent of any other 
committee of the Senate, or any sub-
committee, the Committee may utilize the 
facilities and the services of the staff of such 
other committee or subcommittee whenever 
the Chairman and Vice Chairman of the 
Committee, acting jointly, determine that 
such action is necessary and appropriate. 

RULE 2: PROCEDURES FOR SWORN COMPLAINTS 
(a) Sworn Complaints: Any person may file 

a sworn complaint with the Committee, al-
leging that any Senator, or officer, or em-
ployee of the Senate has violated a law, the 
Senate Code of Official Conduct, or any rule 
or regulation of the Senate relating to the 
conduct of any individual in the performance 
of his or her duty as a Member, officer, or 
employee of the Senate, or has engaged in 
improper conduct which may reflect upon 
the Senate. 

(b) Form and Content of Complaints: A 
complaint filed under paragraph (a) shall be 
in writing and under oath, and shall set forth 
in simple, concise and direct statements: 

(1) The name and legal address of the party 
filing the complaint (hereinafter, the com-
plainant); 

(2) The name and position or title of each 
Member, officer, or employee of the Senate 
who is specifically alleged to have engaged 
in the improper conduct or committed the 
violation (hereinafter, the respondent); 

(3) The nature of the alleged improper con-
duct or violation, including if possible, the 
specific provision of the Senate Code of Offi-
cial Conduct or other law, rule, or regulation 
alleged to have been violated. 

(4)(A) A Statement of the facts within the 
personal knowledge of the complainant that 
are alleged to constitute the improper con-
duct or violation. 

(B) The term ‘‘personal knowledge’’ is not 
intended to and does not limit the complain-
ant’s statement to situations that he or she 
personally witnessed or to activities in 
which the complainant was a participant. 

(C) Where allegations in the sworn com-
plaint are made upon the information and 
belief of the complainant, the complaint 
shall so state, and shall set forth the basis 
for such information and belief. 

(5) The complainant must swear that all of 
the information contained in the complaint 
either (a) is true, or (b) was obtained under 
circumstances such that the complainant 
has sufficient personal knowledge of the 
source of the information reasonably to be-

lieve that it is true. The complainant may so 
swear either by oath or by solemn affirma-
tion before a notary public or other author-
ized official. 

(6) All documents in the possession of the 
complainant relevant to or in support of his 
or her allegations may be appended to the 
complaint. 

(c) Processing of Sworn Complaints: 
(1) When the Committee receives a sworn 

complaint against a Member, officer or em-
ployee of the Senate, it shall determine by 
majority vote whether the complaint is in 
substantial compliance with paragraph (b) of 
this rule. 

(2) If it is determined by the Committee 
that a sworn complaint does not substan-
tially comply with the requirements of para-
graph (b), the complaint shall be returned 
promptly to the complainant, with a state-
ment explaining how the complaint fails to 
comply and a copy of the rules for filing 
sworn complaints. The complainant may re-
submit the complaint in the proper form. If 
the complaint is not revised so that it sub-
stantially complies with the stated require-
ments, the Committee may in its discretion 
process the complaint in accordance with 
Rule 3. 

(3) A sworn complaint against any Mem-
ber, officer, or employee of the Senate that 
is determined by the Committee to be in sub-
stantial compliance shall be transmitted to 
the respondent within five days of that de-
termination. The transmittal notice shall in-
clude the date upon which the complaint was 
received, a statement that the complaint 
conforms to the applicable rules, a state-
ment that the Committee will immediately 
begin an initial review of the complaint, and 
a statement inviting the respondent to pro-
vide any information relevant to the com-
plaint to the Committee. A copy of the Rules 
of the Committee shall be supplied with the 
notice. 
RULE 3: PROCEDURES ON RECEIPT OF ALLEGA-

TIONS OTHER THAN A SWORN COMPLAINT; PRE-
LIMINARY INQUIRY 
(a) Unsworn Allegations or Information: 

Any Member or staff member of the Com-
mittee shall report to the Committee, and 
any other person may report to the Com-
mittee, any credible information available to 
him or her that indicates that any named or 
unnamed Member, officer or employee of the 
Senate may have— 

(1) violated the Senate Code of Office Con-
duct; 

(2) violated a law; 
(3) violated any rule or regulation of the 

Senate relating to the conduct of individuals 
in the performance of their duties as Mem-
bers, officers, or employees of the Senate; or 

(4) engaged in improper conduct which may 
reflect upon the Senate. Such allegations or 
information may be reported to the Chair-
man, the Vice Chairman, a Committee mem-
ber, or a Committee staff member. 

(b) Sources of Unsworn Allegations or In-
formation: The information to be reported to 
the Committee under paragraph (a), may be 
obtained from a variety of sources, including 
but not limited to the following: 

(1) sworn complaints that do not satisfy all 
of the requirements of Rule 2; 

(2) anonymous or informal complaints, 
whether or not satisfying the requirements 
of Rule 2; 

(3) information developed during a study or 
inquiry by the Committee or other commit-
tees or subcommittees of the Senate, includ-
ing information obtained in connection with 
legislative or general oversight hearings; 

(4) information reported by the news 
media; or 

(5) information obtained from any indi-
vidual, agency or department of the execu-
tive branch of the Federal Government. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 23:02 Nov 14, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00095 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S23FE9.REC S23FE9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1838 February 23, 1999 
(c) Preliminary Inquiry: 
(1) When information is presented to the 

Committee pursuant to paragraph (a), it 
shall immediately be transmitted to the 
Chairman and the Vice Chairman, for one of 
the following actions: 

(A) The Chairman and Vice Chairman, act-
ing jointly, may conduct or may direct the 
Committee staff to conduct, a preliminary 
inquiry. 

(B) The Chairman and Vice Chairman, act-
ing jointly, may present the allegations or 
information received directly to the Com-
mittee for it to determine whether an initial 
review should be undertaken. (See paragraph 
(d).) 

(2) A preliminary inquiry may include any 
inquiries, interviews, sworn statements, 
depositions, and subpoenas that the Chair-
man and the Vice Chairman deem appro-
priate to obtain information upon which to 
make any determination provided for by this 
Rule. 

(3) At the conclusion of a preliminary in-
quiry, the Chairman and Vice Chairman 
shall receive a full report of its findings. The 
Chairman and Vice Chairman, acting jointly, 
shall then determine what further action, if 
any, is appropriate in the particular case, in-
cluding any of the following: 

(A) No further action is appropriate, be-
cause the alleged improper conduct or viola-
tion is clearly not within the jurisdiction of 
the Committee; 

(B) No further action is appropriate, be-
cause there is no reason to believe that the 
alleged improper conduct or violation may 
have occurred; or 

(C) The unsworn allegations or informa-
tion, and a report on the preliminary in-
quiry, should be referred to the Committee, 
to determine whether an initial review 
should be undertaken. (See paragraph (d).) 

(4) If the Chairman and the Vice Chairman 
are unable to agree on a determination at 
the conclusion of a preliminary inquiry, then 
they shall refer the allegations or informa-
tion to the Committee, with a report on the 
preliminary inquiry, for the Committee to 
determine whether an initial review should 
be undertaken. (See paragraph (d).) 

(5) A preliminary inquiry shall be com-
pleted within sixty days after the unsworn 
allegations or information were received by 
the Chairman and Vice Chairman. The sixty 
day period may be extended for a specified 
period by the Chairman and Vice Chairman, 
acting jointly. A preliminary inquiry is com-
pleted when the Chairman and the Vice 
Chairman have made the determination re-
quired by subparagraphs (3) and (4) of this 
paragraph. 

(d) Determination Whether To Conduct an 
Initial Review: When information or allega-
tions are presented to the Committee by the 
Chairman and the Vice Chairman, the Com-
mittee shall determine whether an initial re-
view should be undertaken. 

(1) An initial review shall be undertaken 
when— 

(A) there is reason to believe on the basis 
of the information before the Committee 
that the possible improper conduct or viola-
tion may be within the jurisdiction of the 
Committee; and 

(B) there is a reason to believe on the basis 
of the information before the Committee 
that the improper conduct or violation may 
have occurred. 

(2) The determination whether to under-
take an initial review shall be made by re-
corded vote within thirty days following the 
Committee’s receipt of the unsworn allega-
tions or information from the Chairman or 
Vice Chairman, or at the first meeting of the 
Committee thereafter if none occurs within 
thirty days, unless this time is extended for 
a specified period by the Committee. 

(3) The Committee may determine that an 
initial review is not warranted because (a) 
there is no reason to believe on the basis of 
the information before the Committee that 
the improper conduct or violation may have 
occurred, or (b) the improper conduct or vio-
lation, even if proven, is not within the juris-
diction of the Committee. 

(A) If the Committee determines that an 
initial review is not warranted, it shall 
promptly notify the complainant, if any, and 
any known respondent. 

(B) If there is a complainant, he or she 
may also be invited to submit additional in-
formation, and notified of the procedures for 
filing a sworn complaint. If the complainant 
later provides additional information, not in 
the form of a sworn complaint, it shall be 
handled as a new allegation in accordance 
with the procedures of Rule 3. If he or she 
submits a sworn complaint, it shall be han-
dled in accordance with Rule 2. 

(4)(A) The Committee may determine that 
there is reason to believe on the basis of the 
information before it that the improper con-
duct or violation may have occurred and 
may be within the jurisdiction of the Com-
mittee, and that an initial review must 
therefore be conducted. 

(B) If the Committee determines that an 
initial review will be conducted, it shall 
promptly notify the complainant, if any, and 
the respondent, if any. 

(C) The notice required under subpara-
graph (B) shall include a general statement 
of the information or allegations before the 
Committee, and a statement that the Com-
mittee will immediately begin an initial re-
view of the complaint. A copy of the Rules of 
the Committee shall be supplied with the no-
tice. 

(5) If a member of the Committee believes 
that the preliminary inquiry has provided 
sufficient information for the Committee to 
determine whether there is substantial cred-
ible evidence which provides substantial 
cause for the Committee to conclude that a 
violation within the jurisdiction of the Com-
mittee has occurred, the member may move 
that the Committee dispense with the initial 
review and move directly to the determina-
tions described in Rule 4(f). The Committee 
may adopt such a motion by majority vote of 
the full Committee. 

RULE 4: PROCEDURES FOR CONDUCTING AN 
INITIAL REVIEW 

(a) Basis for Initial Review: The Com-
mittee shall promptly commence an initial 
review whenever it has received either (1) a 
sworn complaint that the Committee has de-
termined is in substantial compliance with 
the requirements of Rule 2, or (2) unsworn al-
legations or information that have caused 
the Committee to determine in accordance 
with Rule 3 that an initial review must be 
conducted. 

(b) Scope of Initial Review: 
(1) The initial review shall be of such dura-

tion and scope as may be necessary to deter-
mine whether there is substantial credible 
evidence which provides substantial cause 
for the Committee to conclude that a viola-
tion within the jurisdiction of the Com-
mittee has occurred. 

(2) An initial review may include any in-
quiries, interviews, sworn statements, depo-
sitions, and subpoenas that the Committee 
deems appropriate to obtain information 
upon which to make any determination pro-
vided for by this Rule. 

(c) Opportunity for Response: An initial re-
view may include an opportunity for any 
known respondent or his designated rep-
resentative to present either a written or 
oral statement, or to respond orally to ques-
tions from the Committee. Such an oral 
statement or answers shall be transcribed 

and signed by the person providing the state-
ment or answers. 

(d) Status Reports: The Committee staff or 
outside counsel shall periodically report to 
the Committee in the form and according to 
the schedule prescribed by the Committee. 
The reports shall be confidential. 

(e) Final Report: When the initial review is 
completed, the staff or outside counsel shall 
make a confidential report to the Committee 
on findings and recommendations. 

(f) Committee Action: As soon as prac-
ticable following submission of the report on 
the initial review, the Committee shall de-
termine by a recorded vote whether there is 
substantial credible evidence which provides 
substantial cause for the Committee to con-
clude that a violation within the jurisdiction 
of the Committee has occurred. The Com-
mittee may make any of the following deter-
minations: 

(1) The Committee may determine that 
there is not such substantial credible evi-
dence. In this case, the Committee shall re-
port its determination to the complainant, if 
any, and to the respondent, together with an 
explanation of the basis for the determina-
tion. The explanation may be as detailed as 
the Committee desires, but it is not required 
to include a complete discussion of the evi-
dence collected in the initial review. 

(2) The Committee may determine that 
there is such substantial credible evidence, 
but that the alleged violation is inadvertent, 
technical, or otherwise of a de minimis na-
ture. In this case, the Committee may at-
tempt to correct or to prevent such violation 
by informal methods. The Committee’s final 
determination in this matter shall be re-
ported to the complainant, if any, and to the 
respondent, if any. 

(3) The Committee may determine that 
there is such substantial credible evidence, 
but that the alleged violation, if proven, al-
though not of a de minimis nature, would 
not be sufficiently serious to justify the se-
vere disciplinary actions specified in Senate 
Resolution 338, 88th Congress, as amended 
(i.e., for a Member, censure, expulsion, or 
recommendation to the appropriate party 
conference regarding the Member’s seniority 
or positions of responsibility; or for an offi-
cer or employee, suspension or dismissal). In 
this case, the Committee, by the recorded af-
firmative vote of at least four members, may 
propose a remedy that it deems appropriate. 
If the respondent agrees to the proposed rem-
edy, a summary of the Committee’s conclu-
sions and the remedy proposed and agreed to 
shall be filed as a public record with the Sec-
retary of the Senate and a notice of the fil-
ing shall be printed in the Congressional 
Record. 

(4) The Committee may determine, by re-
corded affirmative vote of at least four mem-
bers, that there is such substantial credible 
evidence, and also either: 

(A) that the violation, if proved, would be 
sufficiently serious to warrant imposition of 
one of the severe disciplinary actions listed 
in paragraph (3); or 

(B) that the violation, if proven, is less se-
rious, but was not resolved pursuant to the 
procedure in paragraph (3). In either case, 
the Committee shall order that an investiga-
tion promptly be conducted in accordance 
with Rule 5. 

RULE 5: PROCEDURES FOR CONDUCTING AN 
INVESTIGATION 

(a) Definition of Investigation: An ‘‘inves-
tigation’’ is a proceeding undertaken by the 
Committee, by recorded affirmative vote of 
at least four members, after a finding on the 
basis of an initial review that there is sub-
stantial credible evidence which provides 
substantial cause for the Committee to con-
clude that a violation within its jurisdiction 
has occurred. 
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(b) Scope of Investigation: When the Com-

mittee decides to conduct an investigation, 
it shall be of such duration and scope as is 
necessary for the Committee to determine 
whether a violation within its jurisdiction 
has occurred. In the course of the investiga-
tion, designated outside counsel, or if the 
Committee determines not to use outside 
counsel, the Committee or its staff, may con-
duct inquiries or interviews, take sworn 
statements, use compulsory process as de-
scribed in Rule 7, or take any other actions 
that the Committee deems appropriate to se-
cure the evidence necessary to make this de-
termination. 

(c) Notice to Respondent: The Committee 
shall give written notice to any known re-
spondent who is the subject of an investiga-
tion. The notice shall be sent to the respond-
ent no later than five working days after the 
Committee has voted to conduct an inves-
tigation. The notice shall include a state-
ment of the nature of the possible violation, 
and description of the evidence indicating 
that a possible violation occurred. The Com-
mittee shall offer the respondent an oppor-
tunity to present a statement or to respond 
to questions from members of the Com-
mittee, the Committee staff, or outside 
counsel. 

(d) Right to a Hearing: The Committee 
shall accord a respondent an opportunity for 
a hearing before it recommends disciplinary 
action against that respondent to the Sen-
ate. 

(e) Progress Reports to Committee: The 
Committee staff or outside counsel shall pe-
riodically report to the Committee con-
cerning the progress of the investigation. 
Such reports shall be delivered to the Com-
mittee in the form and according to the 
schedule prescribed by the Committee, and 
shall be confidential. 

(f) Report of Investigation: 
(1) Upon completion of an investigation, 

including any hearings held pursuant to Rule 
6, the outside counsel or the staff shall sub-
mit a confidential written report to the 
Committee, which shall detail the factual 
findings of the investigation and which may 
recommend disciplinary action, if appro-
priate. Findings of fact of the investigation 
shall be detailed in this report whether or 
not disciplinary action is recommended. 

(2) The Committee shall consider the re-
port of the staff or outside counsel promptly 
following its submission. The Committee 
shall prepare and submit a report to the Sen-
ate, including a recommendation to the Sen-
ate concerning disciplinary action, if appro-
priate. A report shall be issued, stating in 
detail the Committee’s findings of fact, 
whether or not disciplinary action is rec-
ommended. The report shall also explain 
fully the reasons underlying the Commit-
tee’s recommendation concerning discipli-
nary action, if any. No recommendation or 
resolution of the Committee concerning the 
investigation of a Member, officer or em-
ployee of the Senate may be approved except 
by the affirmative recorded vote of not less 
than four members of the Committee. 

(3) Promptly, after the conclusion of the 
investigation, the Committee’s report and 
recommendation shall be forwarded to the 
Secretary of the Senate, and a copy shall be 
provided to the complainant and the re-
spondent. The full report and recommenda-
tion shall be printed and made public, unless 
the Committee determines by majority vote 
that it should remain confidential. 

RULE 6: PROCEDURES FOR HEARINGS 
(a) Right to Hearing: The Committee may 

hold a public or executive hearing in any in-
quiry, initial review, investigation, or other 
proceeding. The Committee shall accord a 
respondent an opportunity for a hearing be-

fore it recommends disciplinary action 
against that respondent to the Senate. (See 
Rule 5(e).) 

(b) Non-Public Hearings: The Committee 
may at any time during a hearing determine 
in accordance with paragraph 5(b) of Rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate 
whether to receive the testimony of specific 
witnesses in executive session. If a witness 
desires to express a preference for testifying 
in public or in executive session, he or she 
shall so notify the Committee at least five 
days before he or she is scheduled to testify. 

(c) Adjudicatory Hearings: The Committee 
may, by majority vote, designate any public 
or executive hearing as an adjudicatory 
hearing; and, any hearing which is concerned 
with possible disciplinary action against a 
respondent or respondents designated by the 
Committee shall be an adjudicatory hearing. 
In any adjudicatory hearing, the procedures 
described in paragraph (i) shall apply. 

(d) Subpoena Power: The Committee may 
require, by subpoena or otherwise, the at-
tendance and testimony of such witnesses 
and the production of such correspondence, 
books, papers, documents or other articles as 
it deems advisable. (See Rule 7.) 

(e) Notice of Hearings: The Committee 
shall make public an announcement of the 
date, place, and subject matter of any hear-
ing to be conducted by it, in accordance with 
Rule 1(f). 

(f) Presiding Officer: The Chairman shall 
preside over the hearings, or in his absence 
the Vice Chairman. If the Vice Chairman is 
also absent, a Committee member designated 
by the Chairman shall preside. If an oath or 
affirmation is required, it shall be adminis-
tered to a witness by the Presiding Officer, 
or in his absence, by any Committee mem-
ber. 

(g) Witnesses: 
(1) A subpoena or other request to testify 

shall be served on a witness sufficiently in 
advance of his or her scheduled appearance 
to allow the witness a reasonable period of 
time, as determined by the Committee, to 
prepare for the hearing and to employ coun-
sel if desired. 

(2) The Committee may, by majority vote, 
rule that no member of the Committee or 
staff or outside counsel shall make public 
the name of any witness subpoenaed by the 
Committee before the date of that witness’ 
scheduled appearance, except as specifically 
authorized by the Chairman and Vice Chair-
man, acting jointly. 

(3) Any witness desiring to read a prepared 
or written statement in executive or public 
hearings shall file a copy of such statement 
with the Committee at least two working 
days in advance of the hearing at which the 
statement is to be presented. The Chairman 
and Vice Chairman shall determine whether 
such statements may be read or placed in the 
record of the hearing. 

(4) Insofar as practicable, each witness 
shall be permitted to present a brief oral 
opening statement, if he or she desires to do 
so. 

(h) Right To Testify: Any person whose 
name is mentioned or who is specifically 
identified or otherwise referred to in testi-
mony or in statements made by a Committee 
member, staff member or outside counsel, or 
any witness, and who reasonably believes 
that the statement tends to adversely affect 
his or her reputation may— 

(1) Request to appear personally before the 
Committee to testify in his or her own be-
half; or 

(2) File a sworn statement of facts relevant 
to the testimony or other evidence or state-
ment of which he or she complained. Such 
request and such statement shall be sub-
mitted to the Committee for its consider-
ation and action. 

(i) Conduct of Witnesses and Other 
Attendees: The Presiding Officer may punish 
any breaches of order and decorum by cen-
sure and exclusion from the hearings. The 
Committee, by majority vote, may rec-
ommend to the Senate that the offender be 
cited for contempt of Congress. 

(j) Adjudicatory Hearing Procedures: 
(1) Notice of hearings: A copy of the public 

announcement of an adjudicatory hearing, 
required by paragraph (e), shall be furnished 
together with a copy of these Rules to all 
witnesses at the time that they are subpoe-
naed or otherwise summoned to testify. 

(2) Preparation for adjudicatory hearings: 
(A) At least five working days prior to the 

commencement of an adjudicatory hearing, 
the Committee shall provide the following 
information and documents to the respond-
ent, if any: 

(i) a list of proposed witnesses to be called 
at the hearing; 

(ii) copies of all documents expected to be 
introduced as exhibits at the hearing; and 

(iii) a brief statement as to the nature of 
the testimony expected to be given by each 
witness to be called at the hearing. 

(B) At least two working days prior to the 
commencement of an adjudicatory hearing, 
the respondent, if any, shall provide the in-
formation and documents described in divi-
sions, (i), (ii) and (iii) of subparagraph (A) to 
the Committee. 

(C) At the discretion of the Committee, the 
information and documents to be exchanged 
under this paragraph shall be subject to an 
appropriate agreement limiting access and 
disclosure. 

(D) If a respondent refuses to provide the 
information and documents to the Com-
mittee (see (A) and (B) of this subparagraph), 
or if a respondent or other individual vio-
lates an agreement limiting access and dis-
closure, the Committee, by majority vote, 
may recommend to the Senate that the of-
fender be cited for contempt of Congress. 

(3) Swearing of witnesses: All witnesses 
who testify at adjudicatory hearings shall be 
sworn unless the Presiding Officer, for good 
cause, decides that a witness does not have 
to be sworn. 

(4) Right to counsel: Any witness at an ad-
judicatory hearing may be accompanied by 
counsel of his or her own choosing, who shall 
be permitted to advise the witness of his or 
her legal rights during the testimony. 

(5) Right to cross-examine and call wit-
nesses: 

(A) In adjudicatory hearings, any respond-
ent who is the subject of an investigation, 
and any other person who obtains the per-
mission of the Committee, may personally or 
through counsel cross-examine witnesses 
called by the Committee and may call wit-
nesses in his or her own behalf. 

(B) A respondent may apply to the Com-
mittee for the issuance of subpoenas for the 
appearance of witnesses or the production of 
documents on his or her behalf. An applica-
tion shall be approved upon a concise show-
ing by the respondent that the proposed tes-
timony or evidence is relevant and appro-
priate, as determined by the Chairman and 
Vice Chairman. 

(C) With respect to witnesses called by a 
respondent, or other individual given permis-
sion by the Committee, each such witness 
shall first be examined by the party who 
called the witness or by that party’s counsel. 

(D) At least one working day before a wit-
ness’ scheduled appearance, a witness or a 
witness’ counsel may submit to the Com-
mittee written questions proposed to be 
asked of that witness. If the Committee de-
termines that it is necessary, such questions 
may be asked by any member of the Com-
mittee, or by any Committee staff member if 
directed by a Committee member. The wit-
ness or witness’ counsel may also submit ad-
ditional sworn testimony for the record 
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within twenty-four hours after the last day 
that the witness has testified. The insertion 
of such testimony in that day’s record is sub-
ject to the approval of the Chairman and 
Vice Chairman acting jointly within five 
days after the testimony is received. 

(6) Admissibility of evidence: 
(A) The object of the hearing shall be to as-

certain the truth. Any evidence that may be 
relevant and probative shall be admissible, 
unless privileged under the Federal Rules of 
Evidence. Rules of evidence shall not be ap-
plied strictly but the Presiding Officer shall 
exclude irrelevant or unduly repetitious tes-
timony. Objections going only to the weight 
that should be given evidence will not justify 
its exclusion. 

(B) The Presiding Officer shall rule upon 
any question of the admissibility of testi-
mony or other evidence presented to the 
Committee. Such rulings shall be final un-
less reversed or modified by a majority vote 
of the Committee before the recess of that 
day’s hearings. 

(C) Notwithstanding paragraphs (A) and 
(B), in any matter before the Committee in-
volving allegations of sexual discrimination, 
including sexual harassment, or sexual mis-
conduct, by a Member, officer, or employee, 
within the jurisdiction of the Committee, 
the Committee shall be guided by the stand-
ards and procedures of Rule 412 of the Fed-
eral Rules of Evidence, except that the Com-
mittee may admit evidence subject to the 
provisions of this paragraph only upon a de-
termination of a majority of the members of 
the full Committee that the interests of jus-
tice require that such evidence be admitted. 

(7) Supplementary hearing procedures: The 
Committee may adopt any additional special 
hearing procedures that it deems necessary 
or appropriate to a particular adjudicatory 
hearing. Copies of such supplementary proce-
dures shall be furnished to witnesses and re-
spondents, and shall be made available upon 
request to any member of the public. 

(k) Transcripts: 
(1) An accurate stenographic or recorded 

transcript shall be made of all public and ex-
ecutive hearings. Any member of the Com-
mittee, Committee staff member, outside 
counsel retained by the Committee, or wit-
ness may examine a copy of the transcript 
retained by the Committee of his or her own 
remarks and may suggest to the official re-
porter any typographical or transcription er-
rors. If the reporter declines to make the re-
quested corrections, the member, staff mem-
ber, outside counsel or witness may request 
a ruling by the Chairman and Vice Chairman 
acting jointly. Any member or witness shall 
return the transcript with suggested correc-
tions to the Committee offices within five 
working days after receipt of the transcript, 
or as soon thereafter as is practicable. If the 
testimony was given in executive session, 
the member or witness may only inspect the 
transcript at a location determined by the 
Chairman and Vice Chairman, acting jointly. 
Any questions arising with respect to the 
processing and correction of transcripts shall 
be decided by the Chairman and Vice Chair-
man, acting jointly. 

(2) Except for the record of a hearing which 
is closed to the public, each transcript shall 
be printed as soon as is practicable after re-
ceipt of the corrected version. The Chairman 
and Vice Chairman, acting jointly, may 
order the transcript of a hearing to be print-
ed without the corrections of a member or 
witness if they determine that such member 
or witness has been afforded a reasonable 
time to correct such transcript and such 
transcript has not been returned within such 
time. 

(3) The Committee shall furnish each wit-
ness, at no cost, one transcript copy of that 
witness’ testimony given at a public hearing. 

If the testimony was given in executive ses-
sion, then a transcript copy shall be provided 
upon request, subject to appropriate condi-
tions and restrictions prescribed by the 
Chairman and Vice Chairman. If any indi-
vidual violates such conditions and restric-
tions, the Committee may recommend by 
majority vote that he or she be cited for con-
tempt of Congress. 

RULE 7: SUBPOENAS AND DEPOSITIONS 
(a) Subpoenas: 
(1) Authorization for issuance: Subpoenas 

for the attendance and testimony of wit-
nesses at depositions or hearings, and sub-
poenas for the production of documents and 
tangible things at depositions, hearings, or 
other times and places designated therein, 
may be authorized for issuance by either (A) 
a majority vote of the Committee, or (B) the 
Chairman and Vice Chairman, acting jointly, 
at any time before a preliminary inquiry, for 
the purpose of obtaining information to 
evaluate unsworn allegations or information, 
or at any time during a preliminary inquiry, 
initial review, investigation, or other pro-
ceeding. 

(2) Signature and service: All subpoenas 
shall be signed by the Chairman or the Vice 
Chairman and may be served by any person 
eighteen years of age or older, who is des-
ignated by the Chairman or Vice Chairman. 
Each subpoena shall be served with a copy of 
the Rules of the Committee and a brief state-
ment of the purpose of the Committee’s pro-
ceeding. 

(3) Withdrawal of subpoena: The Com-
mittee, by majority vote, may withdraw any 
subpoena authorized for issuance by it or au-
thorized for issuance by the Chairman and 
Vice Chairman, acting jointly. The Chair-
man and Vice Chairman, acting jointly, may 
withdraw any subpoena authorized for 
issuance by them. 

(b) Depositions: 
(1) Persons authorized to take depositions: 

Depositions may be taken by any Member of 
the Committee designated by the Chairman 
and Vice Chairman, acting jointly, or by any 
other person designated by the Chairman 
and Vice Chairman, acting jointly, including 
outside counsel, Committee staff, other em-
ployees of the Senate, or government em-
ployees detailed to the Committee. 

(2) Deposition notices: Notices for the tak-
ing of depositions shall be authorized by the 
Committee, or the Chairman and Vice Chair-
man, acting jointly, and issued by the Chair-
man, Vice Chairman, or a Committee staff 
member or outside counsel designated by the 
Chairman and Vice Chairman, acting jointly. 
Depositions may be taken at any time before 
a preliminary inquiry, for the purpose of ob-
taining information to evaluate unsworn al-
legations or information, or at any time dur-
ing a preliminary inquiry, initial review, in-
vestigation, or other proceeding. Deposition 
notices shall specify a time and place for ex-
amination. Unless otherwise specified, the 
deposition shall be in private, and the testi-
mony taken and documents produced shall 
be deemed for the purpose of these rules to 
have been received in a closed or executive 
session of the Committee. The Committee 
shall not initiate procedures leading to 
criminal or civil enforcement proceedings for 
a witness’ failure to appear, or to testify, or 
to produce documents, unless the deposition 
notice was accompanied by a subpoena au-
thorized for issuance by the Committee, or 
the Chairman and Vice Chairman, acting 
jointly. 

(3) Counsel at depositions: Witnesses may 
be accompanied at a deposition by counsel to 
advise them of their rights. 

(4) Deposition procedure: Witnesses at 
depositions shall be examined upon oath ad-
ministered by an individual authorized by 

law to administer oaths, or administered by 
any Member of the Committee if one is 
present. Questions may be propounded by 
any person or persons who are authorized to 
take depositions for the Committee. If a wit-
ness objects to a question and refuses to tes-
tify, or refuses to produce a document, any 
Member of the Committee who is present 
may rule on the objection and, if the objec-
tion is overruled, direct the witness to an-
swer the question or produce the document. 
If no Member of the Committee is present, 
the individual who has been designated by 
the Chairman and Vice Chairman, acting 
jointly, to take the deposition may proceed 
with the deposition, or may, at that time or 
at a subsequent time, seek a ruling by tele-
phone or otherwise on the objection from the 
Chairman or Vice Chairman of the Com-
mittee, who may refer the matter to the 
Committee or rule on the objection. If the 
Chairman or Vice Chairman, or the Com-
mittee upon referral, overrules the objec-
tion, the Chairman, Vice Chairman, or the 
Committee as the case may be, may direct 
the witness to answer the question or 
produce the document. The Committee shall 
not initiate procedures leading to civil or 
criminal enforcement unless the witness re-
fuses to testify or produce documents after 
having been directed to do so. 

(5) Filing of depositions: Deposition testi-
mony shall be transcribed or electronically 
recorded. If the deposition is transcribed, the 
individual administering the oath shall cer-
tify on the transcript that the witness was 
duly sworn in his or her presence and the 
transcriber shall certify that the transcript 
is a true record of the testimony. The tran-
script with these certifications shall be filed 
with the chief clerk of the Committee, and 
the witness shall be furnished with access to 
a copy at the Committee’s offices for review. 
Upon inspecting the transcript, within a 
time limit set by the Chairman and Vice 
Chairman, acting jointly, a witness may re-
quest in writing changes in the transcript to 
correct errors in transcription. The witness 
may also bring to the attention of the Com-
mittee errors of fact in the witness’ testi-
mony by submitting a sworn statement 
about those facts with a request that it be 
attached to the transcript. The Chairman 
and Vice Chairman, acting jointly, may rule 
on the witness’ request, and the changes or 
attachments allowed shall be certified by the 
Committee’s chief clerk. If the witness fails 
to make any request under this paragraph 
within the time limit set, this fact shall be 
noted by the Committee’s chief clerk. Any 
person authorized by the Committee may 
stipulate with the witness to changes in this 
procedure. 
RULE 8: VIOLATIONS OF LAW; PERJURY; LEGIS-

LATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS; AND APPLICABLE 
RULES AND STANDARDS OF CONDUCT 
(a) Violations of Law: Whenever the Com-

mittee determines by majority vote that 
there is reason to believe that a violation of 
law may have occurred, it shall report such 
possible violation to the proper state and 
federal authorities. 

(b) Perjury: Any person who knowingly and 
willfully swears falsely to a sworn complaint 
or any other sworn statement to the Com-
mittee does so under penalty of perjury. The 
Committee may refer any such case to the 
Attorney General for prosecution. 

(c) Legislative Recommendations: The 
Committee shall recommend to the Senate 
by report or resolution such additional rules, 
regulations, or other legislative measures as 
it determines to be necessary or desirable to 
ensure proper standards of conduct by Mem-
bers, officers, or employees of the Senate. 
The Committee may conduct such inquiries 
as it deems necessary to prepare such a re-
port or resolution, including the holding of 
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hearings in public or executive session and 
the use of subpoenas to compel the attend-
ance of witnesses or the production of mate-
rials. The Committee may make legislative 
recommendations as a result of its findings 
in an initial review, investigation, or other 
proceeding. 

(d) Applicable Rules and Standards of Con-
duct: 

(1) No initial review or investigation shall 
be made of an alleged violation of any law, 
rule, regulation, or provision of the Senate 
Code of Official Conduct which was not in ef-
fect at the time the alleged violation oc-
curred. No provision of the Senate Code of 
Official Conduct shall apply to, or require 
disclosure of any act, relationship, or trans-
action which occurred prior to the effective 
date of the applicable provision of the Code. 

(2) The Committee may conduct an initial 
review or investigation of an alleged viola-
tion of a rule or law which was in effect prior 
to the enactment of the Senate Code of Offi-
cial Conduct if the alleged violation occurred 
while such rule or law was in effect and the 
violation was not a matter resolved on the 
merits by the predecessor Committee. 
RULE 9: PROCEDURES FOR HANDLING COMMITTEE 

SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED MATERIALS 
(a) Procedures for Handling Committee 

Sensitive Materials: 
(1) Committee Sensitive information or 

material is information or material in the 
possession of the Select Committee on Eth-
ics which pertains to illegal or improper con-
duct by a present or former Member, officer, 
or employee of the Senate; to allegations or 
accusations of such conduct; to any resulting 
preliminary inquiry, initial review, or inves-
tigation by the Select Committee on Ethics 
into such allegations or conduct; to the in-
vestigative techniques and procedures of the 
Select Committee on Ethics; or to the infor-
mation or material designated by the staff 
director, or outside counsel designated by 
the Chairman and Vice Chairman. 

(2) The Chairman and Vice Chairman of the 
Committee shall establish such procedures 
as may be necessary to prevent the unau-
thorized disclosure of Committee Sensitive 
information in the possession of the Com-
mittee or its staff. Procedures for protecting 
Committee Sensitive materials shall be in 
writing and shall be given to each Com-
mittee staff member. 

(b) Procedures for Handling Classified Ma-
terials: 

(1) Classified information or material is in-
formation or material which is specifically 
designated as classified under the authority 
of Executive Order 11652 requiring protection 
of such information or material from unau-
thorized disclosure in order to prevent dam-
age to the United States. 

(2) The Chairman and Vice Chairman of the 
Committee shall establish such procedures 
as may be necessary to prevent the unau-
thorized disclosure of classified information 
in the possession of the Committee or its 
staff. Procedure for handling such informa-
tion shall be in writing and a copy of the 
procedures shall be given to each staff mem-
ber cleared for access to classified informa-
tion. 

(3) Each member of the Committee shall 
have access to classified material in the 
Committee’s possession. Only Committee 
staff members with appropriate security 
clearances and a need-to-know, as approved 
by the Chairman and Vice Chairman, acting 
jointly, shall have access to classified infor-
mation in the Committee’s possession. 

(c) Procedures for Handling Committee 
Sensitive and Classified Documents: 

(1) Committee Sensitive documents and 
materials shall be stored in the Committee’s 
offices, with appropriate safeguards for 

maintaining the security of such documents 
or materials. Classified documents and mate-
rials shall be further segregated in the Com-
mittee’s offices in secure filing safes. Re-
moval from the Committee offices of such 
documents or materials is prohibited except 
as necessary for use in, or preparation for, 
interviews or Committee meetings, including 
the taking of testimony, or as otherwise spe-
cifically approved by the staff director or by 
outside counsel designated by the Chairman 
and Vice Chairman. 

(2) Each Member of the Committee shall 
have access to all materials in the Commit-
tee’s possession. The staffs of Members shall 
not have access to Committee Sensitive or 
classified documents and materials without 
the specific approval in each instance of the 
Chairman, and Vice Chairman, acting joint-
ly. Members may examine such materials in 
the Committee’s offices. If necessary, re-
quested materials may be hand delivered by 
a member of the Committee staff to the 
Member of the Committee, or to a staff per-
son(s) specifically designated by the Mem-
ber, for the Member’s or designated staffer’s 
examination. A Member of the Committee 
who has possession of Committee Sensitive 
documents or materials shall take appro-
priate safeguards for maintaining the secu-
rity of such documents or materials in the 
possession of the Member or his or her des-
ignated staffer. 

(3) Committee Sensitive documents that 
are provided to a Member of the Senate in 
connection with a complaint that has been 
filed against the Member shall be hand deliv-
ered to the Member or to the Member’s Chief 
of Staff or Administrative Assistant. Com-
mittee Sensitive documents that are pro-
vided to a Member of the Senate who is the 
subject of a preliminary inquiry, an initial 
review, or an investigation, shall be hand de-
livered to the Member or to his or her spe-
cifically designated representative. 

(4) Any Member of the Senate who is not a 
member of the Committee and who seeks ac-
cess to any Committee Sensitive or classi-
fied documents or materials, other than doc-
uments or materials which are matters of 
public record, shall request access in writing. 
The Committee shall decide by majority 
vote whether to make documents or mate-
rials available. If access is granted, the 
Member shall not disclose the information 
except as authorized by the Committee. 

(5) Whenever the Committee makes Com-
mittee Sensitive or classified documents or 
materials available to any Member of the 
Senate who is not a member of the Com-
mittee, or to a staff person of a Committee 
member in response to a specific request to 
the Chairman and Vice Chairman, a written 
record shall be made identifying the Member 
of the Senate requesting such documents or 
materials and describing what was made 
available and to whom. 

(d) Non-Disclosure Policy and Agreement: 
(1) Except as provided in the last sentence 

of this paragraph, no member of the Select 
Committee on Ethics, its staff or any person 
engaged by contract or otherwise to perform 
services for the Select Committee on Ethics 
shall release, divulge, publish, reveal by 
writing, word, conduct, or disclose in any 
way, in whole, or in part, or by way of sum-
mary, during tenure with the Select Com-
mittee on Ethics or anytime thereafter, any 
testimony given before the Select Com-
mittee on Ethics in executive session (in-
cluding the name of any witness who ap-
peared or was called to appear in executive 
session), any classified or Committee Sen-
sitive information, document or material, 
received or generated by the Select Com-
mittee on Ethics or any classified or Com-
mittee Sensitive information which may 
come into the possession of such person dur-

ing tenure with the Select Committee on 
Ethics or its staff. Such information, docu-
ments, or material may be released to an of-
ficial of the executive branch properly 
cleared for access with a need-to-know, for 
any purpose or in connection with any pro-
ceeding, judicial or otherwise, as authorized 
by the Select Committee on Ethics, or in the 
event of termination of the Select Com-
mittee on Ethics, in such a manner as may 
be determined by its successor or by the Sen-
ate. 

(2) No member of the Select Committee on 
Ethics staff or any person engaged by con-
tract or otherwise to perform services for the 
Select Committee on Ethics, shall be grant-
ed access to classified or Committee Sen-
sitive information or material in the posses-
sion of the Select Committee on Ethics un-
less and until such person agrees in writing, 
as a condition of employment, to the non- 
disclosure policy. The agreement shall be-
come effective when signed by the Chairman 
and Vice Chairman on behalf of the Com-
mittee. 

RULE 10: BROADCASTING AND NEWS COVERAGE 
OF COMMITTEE PROCEEDINGS 

(a) Whenever any hearing or meeting of the 
Committee is open to the public, the Com-
mittee shall permit that hearing or meeting 
to be covered in whole or in part, by tele-
vision broadcast, radio broadcast, still pho-
tography, or by any other methods of cov-
erage, unless the Committee decides by ma-
jority vote that such coverage is not appro-
priate at a particular hearing or meeting. 

(b) Any witness served with a subpoena by 
the Committee may request not to be photo-
graphed at any hearing or to give evidence or 
testimony while the broadcasting, reproduc-
tion, or coverage of that hearing, by radio, 
television, still photography, or other meth-
ods is occurring. At the request of any such 
witness who does not wish to be subjected to 
radio, television, still photography, or other 
methods of coverage, and subject to the ap-
proval of the Committee, all lenses shall be 
covered and all microphones used for cov-
erage turned off. 

(c) If coverage is permitted, it shall be in 
accordance with the following requirements: 

(1) Photographers and reporters using me-
chanical recording, filming, or broadcasting 
apparatus shall position their equipment so 
as not to interfere with the seating, vision, 
and hearing of the Committee members and 
staff, or with the orderly process of the 
meeting or hearing. 

(2) If the television or radio coverage of the 
hearing or meeting is to be presented to the 
public as live coverage, that coverage shall 
be conducted and presented without commer-
cial sponsorship. 

(3) Personnel providing coverage by the 
television and radio media shall be currently 
accredited to the Radio and Television Cor-
respondents’ Galleries. 

(4) Personnel providing coverage by still 
photography shall be currently accredited to 
the Press Photographers’ Gallery Committee 
of Press Photographers. 

(5) Personnel providing coverage by the 
television and radio media and by still pho-
tography shall conduct themselves and the 
coverage activities in an orderly and unob-
trusive manner. 
RULE 11: PROCEDURES FOR ADVISORY OPINIONS 
(a) When Advisory Opinions Are Rendered: 
(1) The Committee shall render an advisory 

opinion, in writing within a reasonable time, 
in response to a written request by a Member 
or officer of the Senate or a candidate for 
nomination for election, or election to the 
Senate, concerning the application of any 
law, the Senate Code of Official Conduct, or 
any rule or regulation of the Senate within 
the Committee’s jurisdiction, to a specific 
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factual situation pertinent to the conduct or 
proposed conduct of the person seeking the 
advisory opinion. 

(2) The Committee may issue an advisory 
opinion in writing within a reasonable time 
in response to a written request by any em-
ployee of the Senate concerning the applica-
tion of any law, the Senate Code of Official 
Conduct, or any rule or regulation of the 
Senate within the Committee’s jurisdiction, 
to a specific factual situation pertinent to 
the conduct or proposed conduct of the per-
son seeking the advisory opinion. 

(b) Form of Request: A request for an advi-
sory opinion shall be directed in writing to 
the Chairman of the Committee and shall in-
clude a complete and accurate statement of 
the specific factual situation with respect to 
which the request is made as well as the spe-
cific question or questions which the re-
questor wishes the Committee to address. 

(c) Opportunity for Comment: 
(1) The Committee will provide an oppor-

tunity for any interested party to comment 
on a request for an advisory opinion— 

(A) which requires an interpretation on a 
significant question of first impression that 
will affect more than a few individuals; or 

(B) when the Committee determines that 
comments from interested parties would be 
of assistance. 

(2) Notice of any such request for an advi-
sory opinion shall be published in the Con-
gressional Record, with appropriate dele-
tions to insure confidentiality, and inter-
ested parties will be asked to submit their 
comments in writing to the Committee with-
in ten days. 

(3) All relevant comments received on a 
timely basis will be considered. 

(d) Issuance of an Advisory Opinion: 
(1) The Committee staff shall prepare a 

proposed advisory opinion in draft form 
which will first be reviewed and approved by 
the Chairman and Vice Chairman, acting 
jointly, and will be presented to the Com-
mittee for final action. If (A) the Chairman 
and Vice Chairman cannot agree, or (B) ei-
ther the Chairman or Vice Chairman re-
quests that it be taken directly to the Com-
mittee, then the proposed advisory opinion 
shall be referred to the Committee for its de-
cision. 

(2) An advisory opinion shall be issued only 
by the affirmative recorded vote of a major-
ity of the members voting. 

(3) Each advisory opinion issued by the 
Committee shall be promptly transmitted 
for publication in the Congressional Record 
after appropriate deletions are made to in-
sure confidentiality. The Committee may at 
any time revise, withdraw, or elaborate on 
any advisory opinion. 

(e) Reliance on Advisory Opinions: 
(1) Any advisory opinion issued by the 

Committee under Senate Resolution 338, 88th 
Congress, as amended, and the rules may be 
relied upon by— 

(A) Any person involved in the specific 
transaction or activity with respect to which 
such advisory opinion is rendered if the re-
quest for such advisory opinion included a 
complete and accurate statement of the spe-
cific factual situation; and 

(B) any person involved in any specific 
transaction or activity which is indistin-
guishable in all its material aspects from the 
transaction or activity with respect to which 
such advisory opinion is rendered. 

(2) Any person who relies upon any provi-
sion or finding of an advisory opinion in ac-
cordance with the provisions of Senate Reso-
lution 338, 88th Congress, as amended, and of 
the rules, and who acts in good faith in ac-
cordance with the provisions and findings of 
such advisory opinion shall not, as a result 
of any such act, be subject to any sanction 
by the Senate. 

RULE 12: PROCEDURES FOR INTERPRETATIVE 
RULINGS 

(a) Basis for Interpretative Rulings: Senate 
Resolution 338, 88th Congress, as amended, 
authorizes the Committee to issue interpre-
tative rulings explaining and clarifying the 
application of any law, the Code of Official 
Conduct, or any rule or regulation of the 
Senate within its jurisdiction. The Com-
mittee also may issue such rulings clarifying 
or explaining any rule or regulation of the 
Select Committee on Ethics. 

(b) Request for Ruling: A request for such 
a ruling must be directed in writing to the 
Chairman or Vice Chairman of the Com-
mittee. 

(c) Adoption of Ruling: 
(1) The Chairman and Vice Chairman, act-

ing jointly, shall issue a written interpretive 
ruling in response to any such request, 
unless- 

(A) they cannot agree, 
(B) it requires an interpretation of a sig-

nificant question of first impression, or 
(C) either requests that it be taken to the 

Committee, in which event the request shall 
be directed to the Committee for a ruling. 

(2) A ruling on any request taken to the 
Committee under subparagraph (1) shall be 
adopted by a majority of the members voting 
and the ruling shall then be issued by the 
Chairman and Vice Chairman. 

(d) Publication of Ruling: The Committee 
will publish in the Congressional Record, 
after making appropriate deletions to ensure 
confidentiality, any interpretative rulings 
issued under this Rule which the Committee 
determines may be of assistance or guidance 
to other Members, officers or employees. The 
Committee may at any time revise, with-
draw, or elaborate on interpretative rulings. 

(e) Reliance on Rulings: Whenever an indi-
vidual can demonstrate to the Committee’s 
satisfaction that his or her conduct was in 
good faith reliance on an interpretative rul-
ing issued in accordance with this Rule, the 
Committee will not recommend sanctions to 
the Senate as a result of such conduct. 

(f) Rulings by Committee Staff: The Com-
mittee staff is not authorized to make rul-
ings or give advice, orally or in writing, 
which binds the Committee in any way. 
RULE 13: PROCEDURES FOR COMPLAINTS INVOLV-

ING IMPROPER USE OF THE MAILING FRANK 
(a) Authority To Receive Complaints: The 

Committee is directed by section 6(b) of Pub-
lic Law 93-191 to receive and dispose of com-
plaints that a violation of the use of the 
mailing frank has occurred or is about to 
occur by a Member or officer of the Senate 
or by a surviving spouse of a Member. All 
such complaints will be processed in accord-
ance with the provisions of these Rules, ex-
cept as provided in paragraph (b). 

(b) Disposition of Complaints: 
(1) The Committee may dispose of any such 

complaint by requiring restitution of the 
cost of the mailing if it finds that the frank-
ing violation was the result of a mistake. 

(2) Any complaint disposed of by restitu-
tion that is made after the Committee has 
formally commenced an initial review or in-
vestigation, must be summarized, together 
with the disposition, in a notice promptly 
transmitted for publication in the Congres-
sional Record. 

(3) If a complaint is disposed of by restitu-
tion, the complainant, if any, shall be noti-
fied of the disposition in writing. 

(c) Advisory Opinions and Interpretative 
Rulings: Requests for advisory opinions or 
interpretative rulings involving franking 
questions shall be processed in accordance 
with Rules 11 and 12. 

RULE 14: PROCEDURES FOR WAIVERS 
(a) Authority for Waivers: The Committee 

is authorized to grant a waiver under the fol-

lowing provisions of the Standing Rules of 
the Senate: 

(1) Section 101(i) of the Ethics in Govern-
ment Act of 1978, as amended (Rule XXXIV), 
relating to the filing of financial disclosure 
reports by individuals who are expected to 
perform or who have performed the duties of 
their offices or positions for less than one 
hundred and thirty days in a calendar year; 

(2) Section 102(a)(2)(C) of the Ethics in 
Government Act, as amended (Rule XXXIV), 
relating to the reporting of gifts; 

(3) Paragraph 1 of Rule XXXV relating to 
acceptance of gifts; or 

(4) Paragraph 5 of Rule XLI relating to ap-
plicability of any of the provisions of the 
Code of Official Conduct to an employee of 
the Senate hired on a per diem basis. 

(b) Requests for Waivers: A request for a 
waiver under paragraph (a) must be directed 
to the Chairman or Vice Chairman in writing 
and must specify the nature of the waiver 
being sought and explain in detail the facts 
alleged to justify a waiver. In the case of a 
request submitted by an employee, the views 
of his or her supervisor (as determined under 
paragraph 12 of Rule XXXVII of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate) should be included with 
the waiver request. 

(c) Ruling: The Committee shall rule on a 
waiver request by recorded vote, with a ma-
jority of those voting affirming the decision. 
With respect to an individual’s request for a 
waiver in connection with the acceptance or 
reporting the value of gifts on the occasion 
of the individual’s marriage, the Chairman 
and the Vice Chairman, acting jointly, may 
rule on the waiver. 

(d) Availability of Waiver Determinations: 
A brief description of any waiver granted by 
the Committee, with appropriate deletions 
to ensure confidentiality, shall be made 
available for review upon request in the 
Committee office. Waivers granted by the 
Committee pursuant to the Ethics in Gov-
ernment Act of 1978, as amended, may only 
be granted pursuant to a publicly available 
request as required by the Act. 

RULE 15: DEFINITION OF ‘‘OFFICER OR 
EMPLOYEE’’ 

(a) As used in the applicable resolutions 
and in these rules and procedures, the term 
‘‘officer or employee of the Senate’’ means: 

(1) An elected officer of the Senate who is 
not a Member of the Senate; 

(2) An employee of the Senate, any com-
mittee or subcommittee of the Senate, or 
any Member of the Senate; 

(3) The Legislative Counsel of the Senate 
or any employee of his office; 

(4) An Official Reporter of Debates of the 
Senate and any person employed by the Offi-
cial Reporters of Debates of the Senate in 
connection with the performance of their of-
ficial duties; 

(5) A member of the Capitol Police force 
whose compensation is disbursed by the Sec-
retary of the Senate; 

(6) An employee of the Vice President, if 
such employee’s compensation is disbursed 
by the Secretary of the Senate; 

(7) An employee of a joint committee of 
the Congress whose compensation is dis-
bursed by the Secretary of the Senate; 

(8) An officer or employee of any depart-
ment or agency of the Federal Government 
whose services are being utilized on a full- 
time and continuing basis by a Member, offi-
cer, employee, or committee of the Senate in 
accordance with Rule XLI(3) of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate; and 

(9) Any other individual whose full-time 
services are utilized for more than ninety 
days in a calendar year by a Member, officer, 
employee, or committee of the Senate in the 
conduct of official duties in accordance with 
Rule XLI(4) of the Standing Rules of the 
Senate. 
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RULE 16: COMMITTEE STAFF 

(a) Committee Policy: 
(1) The staff is to be assembled and re-

tained as a permanent, professional, non-
partisan staff. 

(2) Each member of the staff shall be pro-
fessional and demonstrably qualified for the 
position for which he or she is hired. 

(3) The staff as a whole and each member 
of the staff shall perform all official duties 
in a nonpartisan manner. 

(4) No member of the staff shall engage in 
any partisan political activity directly af-
fecting any congressional or presidential 
election. 

(5) No member of the staff or outside coun-
sel may accept public speaking engagements 
or write for publication on any subject that 
is in any way related to his or her employ-
ment or duties with the Committee without 
specific advance permission from the Chair-
man and Vice Chairman. 

(6) No member of the staff may make pub-
lic, without Committee approval, any Com-
mittee Sensitive or classified information, 
documents, or other material obtained dur-
ing the course of his or her employment with 
the Committee. 

(b) Appointment of Staff: 
(1) The appointment of all staff members 

shall be approved by the Chairman and Vice 
Chairman, acting jointly. 

(2) The Committee may determine by ma-
jority vote that it is necessary to retain staff 
members, including a staff recommended by 
a special counsel, for the purpose of a par-
ticular initial review, investigation, or other 
proceeding. Such staff shall be retained only 
for the duration of that particular under-
taking. 

(3) The Committee is authorized to retain 
and compensate counsel not employed by the 
Senate (or by any department or agency of 
the Executive Branch of the Government) 
whenever the Committee determines that 
the retention of outside counsel is necessary 
or appropriate for any action regarding any 
complaint or allegation, initial review, in-
vestigation, or other proceeding, which in 
the determination of the Committee, is more 
appropriately conducted by counsel not em-
ployed by the Government of the United 
States as a regular employee. The Com-
mittee shall retain and compensate outside 
counsel to conduct any investigation under-
taken after an initial review of a sworn com-
plaint, unless the Committee determines 
that the use of outside counsel is not appro-
priate in the particular case. 

(c) Dismissal of Staff: A staff member may 
not be removed for partisan, political rea-
sons, or merely as a consequence of the rota-
tion of the Committee membership. The 
Chairman and Vice Chairman, acting jointly, 
shall approve the dismissal of any staff 
member. 

(d) Staff Works for Committee as a Whole: 
All staff employed by the Committee or 
housed in Committee offices shall work for 
the Committee as a whole, under the general 
direction of the Chairman and Vice Chair-
man, and the immediate direction of the 
staff director or outside counsel. 

(e) Notice of Summons To Testify: Each 
member of the Committee staff shall imme-
diately notify the Committee in the event 
that he or she is called upon by a properly 
constituted authority to testify or provide 
confidential information obtained as a result 
of and during his or her employment with 
the Committee. 

RULE 17: CHANGES IN SUPPLEMENTARY 
PROCEDURAL RULES 

(a) Adoption of Changes in Supplementary 
Rules: The Rules of the Committee, other 
than rules established by statute, or by the 
Standing Rules and Standing Orders of the 

Senate, may be modified, amended, or sus-
pended at any time, pursuant to a majority 
vote of the entire membership taken at a 
meeting called with due notice when prior 
written notice of the proposed change has 
been provided each member of the Com-
mittee. 

(b) Publication: Any amendments adopted 
to the Rules of this Committee shall be pub-
lished in the Congressional Record in accord-
ance with Rule XXVI(2) of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON ETHICS 

PART III—SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION 

Following are sources of the subject mat-
ter jurisdiction of the Select Committee: 

(a) The Senate Code of Official Conduct ap-
proved by the Senate in Title I of S. Res. 110, 
95th Congress, April 1, 1977, and stated in 
Rules 34 through 43 of the Standing Rules of 
the Senate; 

(b) Senate Resolution 338, 88th Congress, as 
amended, which states, among others, the 
duties to receive complaints and investigate 
allegations of improper conduct which may 
reflect on the Senate, violations of law, vio-
lations of the Senate Code of Official Con-
duct and violations of rules and regulations 
of the Senate; recommend disciplinary ac-
tion; and recommended additional Senate 
Rules or regulations to insure proper stand-
ards of conduct; 

(c) Residual portions of Standing Rules 41, 
42, 43 and 44 of the Senate as they existed on 
the day prior to the amendments made by 
Title I of S. Res. 110; 

(d) Public Law 93–191 relating to the use of 
the mail franking privilege by Senators, offi-
cers of the Senate; and surviving spouses of 
Senators; 

(e) Senate Resolution 400, 94th Congress, 
Section 8, relating to unauthorized disclo-
sure of classified intelligence information in 
the possession of the Select Committee on 
Intelligence; 

(f) Public Law 95–105, Section 515, relating 
to the receipt and disposition of foreign gifts 
and decorations received by Senate mem-
bers, officers and employees and their 
spouses or dependents; 

(g) Preamble to Senate Resolution 266, 90th 
Congress, 2d Session, March 22, 1968; and 

(h) The Code of Ethics for Government 
Service, H. Con. Res. 175, 85th Congress, 2d 
Session, July 11, 1958 (72 Stat. B12). Except 
that S. Res. 338, as amended by Section 202 of 
S. Res. 110 (April 2, 1977), provides: 

‘‘(g) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this section, no initial review or investiga-
tion shall be made of any alleged violation of 
any law, the Senate Code of Official Conduct, 
rule, or regulation which was not in effect at 
the time the alleged violation occurred. No 
provision of the Senate Code of Official Con-
duct shall apply to or require disclosure of 
any act, relationship, or transaction which 
occurred prior to the effective date of the ap-
plicable provision of the Code. The Select 
Committee may conduct an initial review or 
investigation of any alleged violation of a 
rule or law which was in effect prior to the 
enactment of the Senate Code of Official 
Conduct if the alleged violation occurred 
while such rule or law was in effect and the 
violation was not a matter resolved on the 
merits by the predecessor Select Committee. 

APPENDIX A—OPEN AND CLOSED MEETINGS 

Paragraphs 5 (b) to (d) of Rule XXVI of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate read as follows: 

(b) Each meeting of a standing, select, or 
special committee of the Senate, or any sub-
committee thereof, including meetings to 
conduct hearings, shall be open to the public, 
except that a meeting or series of meetings 
by a committee or a subcommittee thereof 
on the same subject for a period of no more 

than fourteen calendar days may be closed to 
the public on a motion made and seconded to 
go into closed session to discuss only wheth-
er the matters enumerated in classes (1) 
through (6) would require the meeting to be 
closed followed immediately by a record vote 
in open session by a majority of the members 
of the committee or subcommittee when it is 
determined that the matters to be discussed 
or the testimony to be taken at such meet-
ing or meetings— 

(1) will disclose matters necessary to be 
kept secret in the interests of national de-
fense or the confidential conduct of the for-
eign relations of the United States; 

(2) will relate solely to matters of com-
mittee staff personnel or internal staff man-
agement or procedure; 

(3) will tend to charge an individual with 
crime or misconduct, to disgrace or injure 
the professional standing of an individual, or 
otherwise to expose an individual to public 
contempt or obloquy, or will represent a 
clearly unwarranted invasion of the privacy 
of an individual; 

(4) will disclose the identify of any in-
former or law enforcement agent or will dis-
close any information relating to the inves-
tigation or prosecution of a criminal offense 
that is required to be kept secret in the in-
terests of effective law enforcement; 

(5) will disclose information relating to the 
trade secrets or financial or commercial in-
formation pertaining specifically to a given 
person if— 

(A) an Act of Congress requires the infor-
mation to be kept confidential by Govern-
ment officers and employees; or 

(B) the information has been obtained by 
the Government on a confidential basis, 
other than through an application by such 
person for a specific Government financial or 
other benefit, and is required to be kept se-
cret in order to prevent undue injury to the 
competitive position of such person; or 

(6) may divulge matters required to be 
kept confidential under other provisions of 
law or Government regulations. 

(c) Whenever any hearing conducted by 
any such committee or subcommittee is 
open to the public, that hearing may be 
broadcast by radio or television, or both, 
under such rules as the committee or sub-
committee may adopt. 

(d) Whenever disorder arises during a com-
mittee meeting that is open to the public, or 
any demonstration of approval or dis-
approval is indulged in by any person in at-
tendance at any such meeting, it shall be the 
duty of the Chair to enforce order on his own 
initiative and without any point of order 
being made by a Senator. When the Chair 
finds it necessary to maintain order, he shall 
have the power to clear the room, and the 
committee may act in closed session for so 
long as there is doubt of the assurance of 
order. 

APPENDIX B—‘‘SUPERVISORS’’ DEFINED 
Paragraph 12 of Rule XXXVII of the Stand-

ing Rules of the Senate reads as follows: 
For purposes of this rule— 
(a) a Senator or the Vice President is the 

supervisor of his administrative, clerical, or 
other assistants; 

(b) a Senator who is the chairman of a 
committee is the supervisor of the profes-
sional, clerical, or other assistants to the 
committee except that minority staff mem-
bers shall be under the supervision of the 
ranking minority Senator on the committee; 

(c) a Senator who is a chairman of a sub-
committee which has its own staff and finan-
cial authorization is the supervisor of the 
professional, clerical, or other assistants to 
the subcommittee except that minority staff 
members shall be under the supervision of 
the ranking minority Senator on the sub-
committee; 
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(d) the President pro tempore is the super-

visor of the Secretary of the Senate, Ser-
geant at Arms and Doorkeeper, the Chaplain, 
the Legislative Counsel, and the employees 
of the Office of the Legislative Counsel; 

(e) the Secretary of the Senate is the su-
pervisor of the employees of his office; 

(f) the Sergeant at Arms and Doorkeeper is 
the supervisor of the employees of his office; 

(g) the Majority and Minority Leaders and 
the Majority and Minority Whips are the su-
pervisors of the research, clerical, and other 
assistants assigned to their respective of-
fices; 

(h) the Majority Leader is the supervisor of 
the Secretary for the Majority and the Sec-
retary for the Majority is the supervisor of 
the employees of his office; and 

(i) the Minority Leader is the supervisor of 
the Secretary for the Minority and the Sec-
retary for the Minority is the supervisor of 
the employees of his office.∑ 

FOOTNOTES 
1 As amended by S. Res. 4, 95th Cong., 1st 

Sess. (1970), S. Res. 110, 95th Cong., 1st Sess. 
(1977), S. Res. 204, 95th Cong., 1st Sess. (1977), 
S. Res. 230, 95th Cong., 1st Sess. (1977), S. 
Res. 312, 95th Cong., 1st Sess. (1977), S. Res. 
78, 97th Cong., 1st Sess. (1981). 

2 Changed by S. Res. 78 (February 24, 1981). 
3 Added by S. Res. 110 (April 2, 1977). 
4 Added by Section 201 of S. Res. 110 (April 

2, 1977). 
5 Added by Section 205 of S. Res. 110 (April 

2, 1977). 
6 Added by Section 202 of S. Res. 110 (April 

2, 1977). 
7 Changed by Section 202 of S. Res. 110 

(April 2, 1977). 
8 Added by Section 204 of S. Res. 110 (April 

2, 1977). 
9 Added by S. Res. 230 (July 25, 1977). 
10 Added by Section 204 of S. Res. 110 (April 

2, 1977). 
11 Changed by Section 204 of S. Res. 110 

(April 2, 1977). 
12 Section added by S. Res. 312 (Nov. 1, 

1977). 
13Section added by Section 206 of S. Res. 

110 (April 2, 1977). 

f 

TRIBUTE TO CHARLES MANDEL 

∑ Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I 
rise today to recognize the remarkable 
accomplishments of Charles Mandel as 
he prepares to receive the Chaver 
Award from the Highland Park Con-
servative Temple and Center. Charlie 
was born in Jersey City, where he grad-
uated from William L. Dickson High 
School in 1935. He then went on to 
graduate from Rutgers University with 
a degree in ceramic engineering in 1939. 
For the next 42 years, Charlie worked 
as a plant manager and ceramic engi-
neer with the Willett Company. Fol-
lowing his retirement, Charlie has con-
tinued to serve as a consulting engi-
neer for New Jersey Porcelain Com-
pany and Lenape Products Company in 
Trenton, New Jersey. 

Charlie has been affiliated with the 
temple since 1953. After officially join-
ing the temple in January 1955, he was 
appointed Gabbai and continues as 
Senior Gabbai to this day. Charlie has 
also served on the Bimah with every 
temple President from Harry Kroll to 
the current President, Ed Guttenplan. 
In addition to these duties, Charlie has 
played an integral role in the temple’s 
daily management. He was elected to 

the Temple Board of Trustees in 1955 
and has remained there continuously, 
as a Trustee, Recording Secretary and 
Financial Secretary. In recognition of 
his loyalty and commitment, he was 
granted Honorary Life Membership to 
the Board of Trustees, a position held 
by only four other people. 

Charlie has been active on the Reli-
gious Committee, House Committee, 
Bazaar Committee, and has had the 
unique experiences of serving on the 
Rabbinical Search Committees for both 
Rabbi Yakov Hilsenrath and Rabbi 
Eliot Malomet. In addition, he was 
chairman of the Special Fund Raising 
Committee for forty years. The Special 
Fund Raising Committee has long been 
a euphemism for Bingo, which balanced 
the budget for forty years. Charlie’s 
dedication to managing Bingo resulted 
in his giving up a myriad of social and 
family functions on Tuesday evenings. 

There probably is not an inch of the 
temple building that has not benefitted 
from Charlie’s commitment and dedi-
cation. He has always been willing to 
give himself to the temple in any ca-
pacity whenever and wherever called 
upon. The entire temple community 
has been enriched by Charlie’s pres-
ence, and they are grateful for his sup-
port through the years.∑ 

f 

APPOINTMENT BY THE 
DEMOCRATIC LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the Democratic 
Leader, pursuant to Public Law 105–277, 
announces the appointment of the fol-
lowing individuals to serve as members 
of the Parents Advisory Council on 
Youth Drug Abuse: Darcy L. Jensen, of 
South Dakota (Representative of Non- 
Profit Organization), and Dr. Lynn 
McDonald, of Wisconsin. 

f 

MEASURE READ THE FIRST 
TIME—S.J. Res. 11 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I understand that 
S.J. Res. 11, which was introduced ear-
lier today by Senator SMITH of New 
Hampshire, is at the desk, and I ask 
that it be read for the first time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows. 
A joint resolution (S.J. Res. 11) prohibiting 

the use of funds for military operations in 
the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia 
and Montenegro) unless Congress enacts spe-
cific authorization in law for the conduct of 
those operations. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I now ask for its 
second reading, and I would object to 
my own request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

f 

RESTORATION OF MANAGEMENT 
AND PERSONNEL AUTHORITY OF 
THE MAYOR OF THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate proceed to the 

immediate consideration of H.R. 433, 
which is at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 433) to restore the management 

and personnel authority of the Mayor of the 
District of Columbia. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I ask unanimous 
consent that the bill be read a third 
time and passed, the motion to recon-
sider be laid on the table, and that any 
statements relating to the bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill (H.R. 433) was read the third 
time and passed. 

f 

ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY, 
FEBRUARY 24, 1999 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I ask unanimous 
consent that when the Senate com-
pletes its business today, it stand in 
adjournment until 9:30 a.m. on Wednes-
day, February 24. I further ask consent 
that on Wednesday, immediately fol-
lowing the prayer, the Journal of pro-
ceedings be approved to date, the 
morning hour be deemed to have ex-
pired, the time for the two leaders be 
reserved, and the Senate then resume 
consideration of S. 4, the military bill 
of rights act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I further ask unani-
mous consent that the time until 9:45 
a.m. be equally divided between the 
chairman and ranking member, and 
following that debate the Senate pro-
ceed to vote on or in relation to the 
Sarbanes-Warner amendment regard-
ing civilian pay, to be followed imme-
diately by a vote on or in relation to 
the Cleland amendment regarding 
Thrift Savings. Finally, I ask unani-
mous consent that no second-degree 
amendments be in order to the Warner 
and Cleland amendments prior to the 
votes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. JEFFORDS. For the information 
of all Senators, the Senate will recon-
vene tomorrow morning at 9:30 and, 
following a short period of debate, will 
proceed to the two back-to-back roll-
call votes. The first vote on or in rela-
tion to the Sarbanes-Warner amend-
ment will occur at 9:45 a.m., to be im-
mediately followed by a rollcall vote 
on or in relation to the Cleland amend-
ment. Following those votes, the Sen-
ate will continue consideration of S. 4. 
Rollcall votes are expected throughout 
Wednesday’s session and into the 
evening as the Senate attempts to 
complete action on the bill. 
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ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 

TOMORROW 

Mr. JEFFORDS. If there is no further 
business to come before the Senate, I 
now ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate stand in adjournment under the 
previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 6:26 p.m., adjourned until Wednes-
day, February 24, 1999, at 9:30 a.m. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate February 23, 1999: 

UNITED STATES ADVISORY COMMISSION ON 
PUBLIC DIPLOMACY 

PAULA J. DOBRIANSKY, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE A MEMBER 
OF THE UNITED STATES ADVISORY COMMISSION ON PUB-
LIC DIPLOMACY FOR A TERM EXPIRING JULY 1, 2001. (RE-
APPOINTMENT) 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

GEORGE T. FRAMPTON, JR., OF THE DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA, TO BE A MEMBER OF THE COUNCIL ON ENVIRON-
MENTAL QUALITY, VICE KATHLEEN A. MCGINTY, RE-
SIGNED. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

THE FOLLOWING AIR NATIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED 
STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RESERVE 
OF THE AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be brigadier general 

COL. WILLIAM C. JONES, JR., 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
601: 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. MICHAEL V. HAYDEN, 0000. 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be major general 

BRIG. GEN. ALAN D. JOHNSON, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF THE 
UNITED STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RE-
SERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be major general 

BRIG. GEN. REGINALD A. CENTRACCHIO, 0000. 

IN THE NAVY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be rear admiral (lower half) 

CAPT. EDWARD J. FAHY, JR., 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be rear admiral 

REAR ADM. (LH) DANIEL R. BOWLER, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) JOHN E. BOYINGTON, JR., 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) JOHN V. CHENEVEY, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) ALBERT T. CHURCH, III, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) JOHN P. DAVIS, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) JOHN B. FOLEY, III, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) VERONICA A. FROMAN, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) KEVIN P. GREEN, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) ALFRED G. HARMS, JR., 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) JOHN M. JOHNSON, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) TIMOTHY J. KEATING, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) ROLAND B. KNAPP, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) TIMOTHY W. LAFLEUR, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) JAMES W. METZGER, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) RICHARD J. NAUGHTON, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) JOHN B. PADGETT, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) KATHLEEN K. PAIGE, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) DAVID P. POLATTY, III, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) RONALD A. ROUTE, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) STEVEN G. SMITH, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) RALPH E. SUGGS, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) PAUL F. SULLIVAN, 0000. 

NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC 
ADMINISTRATION 

CAPTAIN NICHOLAS A. PRAHL, NOAA FOR APPOINT-
MENT TO THE GRADE OF REAR ADMIRAL (0–7), WHILE 
SERVING IN A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSI-
BILITY AS DIRECTOR, ATLANTIC AND PACIFIC MARINE 

CENTERS, NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC AD-
MINISTRATION, UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 33, 
UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 853U. 

FOREIGN SERVICE 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED PERSONS OF THE AGENCIES 
INDICATED FOR APPOINTMENT AS FOREIGN SERVICE OF-
FICERS OF THE CLASSES STATED, AND ALSO FOR THE 
OTHER APPOINTMENTS INDICATED HEREWITH: 

FOR APPOINTMENT AS FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICERS OF 
CLASS ONE, CONSULAR OFFICERS AND SECRETARIES IN 
THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA: 

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

CONSTANCE A. CARRINO, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
MICHAEL E. HASE, OF OREGON 
CAROL PAYNE, OF WASHINGTON 
JOHN KENT SCALES, OF VIRGINIA 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

HARRY ARTHUR BLANCHETTE, OF FLORIDA 
SAMUEL ANTHONY RUBINO, OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 

FOR APPOINTMENT AS FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICERS OF 
CLASS TWO, CONSULAR OFFICERS AND SECRETARIES IN 
THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA: 

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

TIMOTHY THOMAS BEANS, OF VIRGINIA 
ROSS EDGAR BIGELOW, OF TEXAS 
REBECCA RANDOLF WALLACE BLACK, OF CALIFORNIA 
LARRY HALL BRADY, OF WYOMING 
SCOT J. CONVERT, OF MICHIGAN 
WOLFGANG HOPPE, OF FLORIDA 
THOMAS EDWARDS JOHNSON, JR., OF CALIFORNIA 
KRISTIN K. LOKEN, OF FLORIDA 
ANGELA FRANKLIN LORD, OF MARYLAND 
LLOYD JENS MILLER, OF VIRGINIA 
JOHN RUSSELL POWER, OF VIRGINIA 
DENNIS SHARMA, OF FLORIDA 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

CATHERINE I. EBERT-GRAY, OF COLORADO 
ALBERTA G.J. MAYBERRY, OF OKLAHOMA 
CHRISTOPHER LEE STILLMAN, OF CONNECTICUT 

UNITED STATES INFORMATION AGENCY 

MARSHALL R. LOUIS, JR., OF MAINE 
MICHAEL G. STEVENS, OF VIRGINIA 

FOR APPOINTMENT AS FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICERS OF 
CLASS THREE, CONSULAR OFFICERS AND SECRETARIES 
IN THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA: 

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

TIMOTHY GRAHAM ALEXANDER, OF CALIFORNIA 
JAMES C. ATHANAS, OF MARYLAND 
DOUGLAS H. BALL, OF OREGON 
CHRISTIAN BARRATT, OF WASHINGTON 
COURTNEY BROOKE BLAIR, OF GEORGIA 
DON J. BRADY, OF FLORIDA 
CYNTHIA S. CHASSY, OF NEW YORK 
DOUGLAS HOWARD CONDON, OF CALIFORNIA 
STEVEN T. COWPER, OF CALIFORNIA 
KATHERINE A. CRAWFORD, OF MARYLAND 
ALEXANDRE DEPREZ, OF MISSOURI 
SCOTT GORDON DOBBERSTEIN, OF MINNESOTA 
RAYMOND L. ELDER, OF WASHINGTON 
CHRISTOPHER WHEATLEY EDWARDS, OF MARYLAND 
WILLIAM STEWART FOERDERER, OF FLORIDA 
SUSAN FRENCH FINE, OF CONNECTICUT 
ALONZO L. FULGHAM, OF ILLINOIS 
STEPHANIE A. FUNK, OF PENNSYLVANIA 
MEREDITH A. GIORDANO, OF WASHINGTON 
DEBORAH LYNN GRIESER, OF ILLINOIS 
THOMAS EDWARD HAND, OF TENNESSEE 
ROBERT RICHARD HANSEN, OF VIRGINIA 
MARK S. HUNTER, OF TENNESSEE 
BROOKE ANDREA ISHAM, OF WASHINGTON 
CHERYL GAZELLE JENNINGS, OF WASHINGTON 
MATTHEW W. JOHNSTON, OF WASHINGTON 
KAMRAN M. KHAN, OF VIRGINIA 
MELISSA KNIGHT, OF FLORIDA 
MARIA RENDON LABADAN, OF FLORIDA 
CHARLES LERMAN, OF ARIZONA 
GARY BATES LINDEN, OF TEXAS 
DANA ROGSTAD MANSURI, OF WASHINGTON 
T. CHRISTOPHER MILLIGAN, OF THE DISTRICT OF CO-

LUMBIA 
PETER R. NATIELLO, OF NEW JERSEY 
ANNE ELIZABETH PATTERSON, OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
MICHAEL W. RADMANN, OF TEXAS 
SUSAN GAIL REICHLE, OF FLORIDA 
OSVALDO M. DE LA ROSA, OF FLORIDA 
DONELLA J. RUSSELL, OF OREGON 
MICHELE SCHIMPP, OF VIRGINIA 
JOHN H. SEONG, OF CONNECTICUT 
MERI LOUISE SINNITT, OF WASHINGTON 
DANIEL M. SMOLKA, OF WEST VIRGINIA 
PHILLIP TRESCH, OF COLORADO 
DEAN JEFFREY WALTER, OF NEW JERSEY 
GAIL H. WARSHAW, OF VIRGINIA 
JAMES E. WATSON, II, OF VIRGINIA 
JOHN MARK WINFIELD, OF MARYLAND 

UNITED STATES INFORMATION AGENCY 

JANE S. ROSS, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

FOR APPOINTMENT AS FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICERS OF 
CLASS FOUR, CONSULAR OFFICERS AND SECRETARIES IN 
THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

JORGAN KENDAL ANDREWS, OF COLORADO 
ERIC BARBORIAK, OF WISCONSIN 
AMBER MICHELE BASKETTE, OF FLORIDA 
STEVEN F. BRAULT, OF WASHINGTON 
IAN P. CAMPBELL, OF CALIFORNIA 
ERIC JOHN CARLSON, OF TEXAS 
THEODORE R. COLEY, OF PENNSYLVANIA 
THOMAS EDWARD DALEY, OF ILLINOIS 
LORI PETERSON DANDO, OF MINNESOTA 
DARI LEIGH DARNELL, OF VIRGINIA 
J.A. DIFFILY, OF CALIFORNIA 
PETER THOMAS ECKSTROM, OF MINNESOTA 
MATTHEW ARNOLD FINSTON, OF ILLINOIS 
DAVID WILLIAM FRANZ, OF ILLINOIS 
CALLI FULLER, OF TEXAS 
CLEMENT R. GAGNE, III, OF VERMONT 
J. MARINDA HARPOLE, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
MARGARET R. HORAN, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
M. ALLISON INSLEY, OF FLORIDA 
RICHARD M. JOHANNSEN, OF ALASKA 
REBECCA J. KING, OF NEW JERSEY 
JAN LEVIN, OF NEW YORK 
JAMES DAVID LOVELAND, OF UTAH 
ERVIN JOSE MASSINGA, OF WASHINGTON 
IAN J. MC CARY, OF VIRGINIA 
BRETT GEORGE POMAINVILLE, OF COLORADO 
STEVEN C. RICE, OF WYOMING 
ROBERT JOHN RILEY, OF WASHINGTON 
JULES DAMIAN SILBERBERG, OF TEXAS 
LAUREL ELAINE STEELE, OF CALIFORNIA 
PETER THORIN, OF WASHINGTON 
ALAN CURTIS WONG, OF CALIFORNIA 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED MEMBERS OF THE FOREIGN 
SERVICE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE AND THE 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE TO BE CONSULAR OFFICERS 
AND/OR SECRETARIES IN THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE OF 
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, AS INDICATED: 

CONSULAR OFFICERS AND SECRETARIES IN THE DIP-
LOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA: 

DANIEL J. ACOSTA, JR., OF CALIFORNIA 
ANGELA PRICE AGGELER, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUM-

BIA 
ERIC C. ANDERSON, OF ILLINOIS 
MITCHEL I. AUERBACH, OF FLORIDA 
VALERIA AUSTIN, OF MARYLAND 
LORI ELLEN BALBI, OF OREGON 
KATIA JANE BENNETT, OF IOWA 
CAITLIN DOROTHY BERGIN, OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
CHRISTOPHER A. BOWERS, OF VIRGINIA 
JOHN DANIEL BOYLL, OF TEXAS 
SUSAN E. BRATT-PFOTENHAUER, OF MARYLAND 
CARLETON MYLES BULKIN, OF CALIFORNIA 
KAREN BURKETT, OF VIRGINIA 
DEANGELA JENISE BURNS, OF MISSOURI 
TIMOTHY E. BURTON, OF VIRGINIA 
JIMMY E. BYARS, OF VIRGINIA 
MARK JOSEPH CASSAYRE, OF CALIFORNIA 
ALLISON S. CHEMERYS, OF VIRGINIA 
SUZY K. CLAIR, OF VIRGINIA 
STEPHEN B. CLAY, OF VIRGINIA 
JOANNE D. COLLINS, OF MARYLAND 
JAMES M. COMSTOCK, OF VIRGINIA 
JOHN D. COVINGTON, OF VIRGINIA 
WILLIAM F. CRIMMINS, OF VIRGINIA 
WILLIAM B. CSAJKOWSKI, OF ILLINOIS 
CANDIS L. CUNNINGHAM, OF FLORIDA 
MICHELE J. DASTIN-VAN RIJN, OF MARYLAND 
SABRINA DESOUSA, OF VIRGINIA 
MARC D. DILLARD, OF CALIFORNIA 
PETER O. DOTSON, OF VIRGINIA 
JOSEPH J. DUGGAN, OF VIRGINIA 
ROBERT DUNN, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
VERONICA H. EASTABROOKS, OF VIRGINIA 
JAMES EDWARD ELLIS, OF VIRGINIA 
MAYRA A. FELIU, OF PUERTO RICO 
DAVID FISHER, OF CALIFORNIA 
ERIC KEKOA FISHER, OF VIRGINIA 
KATHLEEN ANN FITZGIBBON, OF VIRGINIA 
KEVIN O. FLINT, OF VIRGINIA 
GINA FOGARTY-HOLSTAD, OF NORTH CAROLINA 
KATHARINE P. FORBES, OF VIRGINIA 
ENID GARCIA, OF VIRGINIA 
DEANNA LYNN GENTRY, OF GEORGIA 
JOHN R. GERHARDT, OF VIRGINIA 
PHILIP E. GODWIN, OF FLORIDA 
BLAIR M. GRAY, OF VIRGINIA 
SUMONA GUHA, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
DAVID GUSSACK, OF WASHINGTON 
KRISTIN R. GUSTAVSON, OF VIRGINIA 
PATTI E. HANNAHAM, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
TODD A. HANSEN, OF WASHINGTON 
BRENDA LUCAS HAZZARD, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUM-

BIA 
LAURA J. HEARD, OF VIRGINIA 
JAMES ROBERT HELLER, OF VIRGINIA 
PAUL E. HICKERNELL, OF VIRGINIA 
CAROLYN HEPLER, OF WASHINGTON 
JOHN D. HICKEY, OF VIRGINIA 
KEVIN L. HIGGINS, OF VIRGINIA 
KRISTI DIANNE HOGAN, OF CALIFORNIA 
DONNA LEIGH HOPKINS, OF TEXAS 
MARY BETH JACOBY, OF VIRGINIA 
NICHOLAS JAY JANSZEN, OF FLORIDA 
WENDY JENNESS-WIMER, OF VIRGINIA 
ZUBIN KAPADIA, OF VIRGINIA 
RIZWAN KHALIG, OF CALIFORNIA 
ANTHONY JOHN KLEIBER, OF CALIFORNIA 
ERIC WILLIAM KNEEDLER, OF PENNSYLVANIA 
RICHARD C. KNIFFEN, OF VIRGINIA 
DAVID E. KNUTI, OF VIRGINIA 
ROBERT S. LADY, OF LOUISIANA 
JOANN MARIE LAMBERT, OF VIRGINIA 
ROBERT DAVID LEE, OF MARYLAND 
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WILLIAM G. LEHMBERG, OF CALIFORNIA 
RYAN COURTNEY LEONG, OF CALIFORNIA 
BERNADETTE EUDORA LEVINE, OF MARYLAND 
KIM MCLEROY LEWIS, OF FLORIDA 
CHRISTOPHER S. MACHIN, OF MARYLAND 
MELISSA C. MASSINGILL, OF VIRGINIA 
KENT MAY, OF WASHINGTON 
ELIZABETH P. MAZE, OF VIRGINIA 
MATTHEW MICHAEL MCCANDLESS, OF VIRGINIA 
DEBRA JEAN MEDERRICK, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUM-

BIA 
ELIZABETH H. MEHLER, OF VIRGINIA 
MARIA KATRINA MEYLER, OF VIRGINIA 
ZORAN MARK MIHAILOVICH, OF VIRGINIA 
LISA DANIELLE MILLER, OF CALIFORNIA 
BONNIE EILEEN MITCHELL, OF VIRGINIA 
SCOTT H. MODER, OF VIRGINIA 
DENISE M. MOORES, OF VIRGINIA 
MORGAN MUIR, OF MARYLAND 
RAMON A. NEGRON, OF PUERTO RICO 
JENNIFER S. O’NEIL, OF VIRGINIA 
DAVID W. PARRY, OF VIRGINIA 
MATHIAS PEREZ, OF VIRGINIA 
CLARISA PEREZ-ARMENDARIZ, OF COLORADO 
JONATHAN MICHAEL PEREZOUS, OF PENNSYLVANIA 
MARY M. PFANNENSTEIN, OF VIRGINIA 
JEFFREY NEAL POWELL, OF VIRGINIA 

ALFREDO QUEZADA, OF VIRGINIA 
BRUCE QUINN, OF VIRGINIA 
AMY SUE RADETSKY, OF KANSAS 
GARY K. REDDING, OF VIRGINIA 
IVAN RIOS, OF MARYLAND 
BROKS B. ROBINSON, OF VIRGINIA 
MARY BRETT ROGERS, OF CALIFORNIA 
BRIAN LEONARD ROSS, OF VIRGINIA 
STEPHEN I. RUKEN, OF TEXAS 
ELIZABETH R. SANDERS, OF MARYLAND 
ANTHONY MING SCHINELLA, OF VIRGINIA 
RACHEL SCHOFER, OF PENNSYLVANIA 
JEANETTE M. SCHWEITZER, OF VIRGINIA 
CATHERINE D. SCOTT, OF MARYLAND 
DEMETRIA CANDACE SCOTT, OF VIRGINIA 
THOMAS J. SELINGER, OF MINNESOTA 
ANNETTE MARIE SIGILLITO, OF VIRGINIA 
JAMES M. SINGER, OF VIRGINIA 
JOHN WALTER SKOGLUN, OF VIRGINIA 
DON JON SMITH, OF VIRGINIA 
WENDY ROBIN SNEFF, OF VIRGINIA 
JAMES LAURENCE SOLLINGER, OF VIRGINIA 
MAUREEN M. SULLIVAN, OF VIRGINIA 
CLAYTON M. STANGER, OF CALIFORNIA 
GREGORY C. TARBELL, OF VIRGINIA 
JAY P. TETREAULT, OF VIRGINIA 
JOSE A. TOBIAS, OF VIRGINIA 

MARC E. TURNER, OF VIRGINIA 
JEFFREY CRAWFORD VICK, OF TEXAS 
MARK ALAN WELLS, OF OKLAHOMA 
AMY MARIE WILSON, OF MASSACHUSETTS 
CINTHIA H.F. WILSON, OF VIRGINIA 
JERRY M. WOOLSEY, OF VIRGINIA 
JANINE P. YOUNG, OF VIRGINIA 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED CAREER MEMBER OF THE 
FOREIGN SERVICE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE FOR 
PROMOTION IN THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE AS INDI-
CATED, EFFECTIVE OCTOBER 16, 1994: 

CAREER MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, CLASS OF MIN-
ISTER-COUNSELOR: 

SHARON P. WILKINSON, OF NEW YORK 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED CAREER MEMBERS OF THE 
FOREIGN SERVICE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE FOR 
PROMOTION IN THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE AS INDI-
CATED, EFFECTIVE FEBRUARY 16, 1997: 

CAREER MEMBERS OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, CLASS OF MIN-
ISTER-COUNSELOR: 

AMELIA ELLEN SHIPPY, OF WASHINGTON 
RUTH H. VANHEUVEN, OF CONNECTICUT 
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INTRODUCTION OF THE YEAR 2000
READINESS AND RESPONSIBIL-
ITY ACT

HON. THOMAS M. DAVIS
OF VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to announce the introduction of the Year
2000 Readiness and Responsibility Act, bipar-
tisan legislation that is critical to our Nation’s
readiness for the Year 2000 Millennium Bug
and critical to the competitiveness of the U.S.
economy.

I, along with my distinguished colleagues,
Congressman MORAN from Virginia, Congress-
men DREIER, COX, and DOOLEY from Califor-
nia, and Congressman CRAMER from Alabama,
have crafted a bipartisan bill critical to ensur-
ing that precious resources are used to fix the
Year 2000 (Y2K) problem and thus will protect
Americans and our economy for the new mil-
lennium. As all of us have learned in the past
few years, the Year 2000 computer problem is
a result of a decision made in the 1960s by
computer programmers to design software that
recognized only the last two digits rather than
the full four digits of dates in order to conserve
precious computer memory. When the clock
turns from December 31, 1999 to January 1,
2000, some computers will interpret ‘‘00’’ to
mean that the date is 1900 rather than 2000.
With dates being critical to almost every layer
of our economy and across vast numbers of
industries, systems that are noncompliant will
disrupt the free flow of information that forms
the underpinnings of our Nation’s economy.

These are indeed unique circumstances that
require Congress to tackle the obstacles that
are currently discouraging businesses from
addressing the Y2K problem and ultimately
harming consumers. At the outset, the Year
2000 Readiness and Responsibility Act will
continue the efforts which we initiated with the
Administration in the 105th Congress through
the passage of the Year 2000 Information and
Readiness Disclosure Act that furnished the
first steps toward facilitating Year 2K remedi-
ation and testing.

The Year 2000 Readiness and Responsibil-
ity Act has 2 main objectives. The first is to
implement a reform framework designed to
encourage a fair, fast and predictable mecha-
nism for both plaintiffs and defendants for re-
solving Y2K disputes, such that litigation will
become the avenue of last resort rather than
the first option for settling disputes. While it is
estimated that American businesses have
poured hundreds of billions of dollars into
making the transition to the Year 2000, the
simple reality is that some problems will go
unresolved because of a fear of litigation. A
basic premise of the bill is that contracts be-
tween suppliers and users will be fully en-
forceable in a court of law. All economic
losses suffered by an individual or business as
a result of a Year 2000 failure, provided that
their duty to mitigate damages was fulfilled,

will be compensable. Claims brought by indi-
viduals or businesses based on personal in-
jury are outside the scope of this legislation.

Further, the Act creates a prefiling notifica-
tion period intended to encourage potential
plaintiffs and defendants to work together to
reach a solution before they reach the court-
room. The prefiling notification period requires
potential plaintiffs to give written notice identi-
fying their Y2K concerns and provide potential
defendants with an opportunity to fix the Y2K
problem outside of the courtroom. After receipt
of this notice, the potential defendant would
have 30 days to respond to the plaintiff, stat-
ing what actions will be taken to fix the prob-
lem. At that point, the potential defendant has
60 days to remedy the problem. If the defend-
ant fails to take responsibility for the failure at
the end of the 30-day period, the potential
plaintiff can file a Year 2000 action imme-
diately. If the injured party is not satisfied once
the 60 days have passed, he or she still re-
tains the right to file a lawsuit. There are also
provisions encouraging alternative dispute res-
olution. As a result, we expect that there will
be more attention given to Y2K remediation
and an elimination of many Y2K lawsuits.

Also included are provisions that apply a
proportionate liability standard to damages
caused by multiple actors, some of whom may
not necessarily be parties to a Year 2000 ac-
tion. A defendant found to be only 5 percent
liable in causing a Year 2000 problem would
only be responsible for 5 percent of the dam-
ages, not 100 percent liable.

We also fulfill our first objective by minimiz-
ing the opportunities for those who would ex-
ploit the unknown value of potential Y2K fail-
ures and pursue litigation as a first resort rath-
er than permit the parties to resolve problems.
This bill contains provisions that will make
sure that businesses are confident that they
can spend their dollars fixing the Y2K problem
rather than reserving those dollars for costly
lawsuits that will increase costs for consum-
ers, push small innovative businesses into ex-
tinction, and endanger and in some instances
eliminate many American jobs. The bill grants
original jurisdiction to Federal district courts for
any Year 2000 class action where certain di-
versity requirements are met. Punitive dam-
ages in a Year 2000 action are capped at
$250,000 or 3 times the amount of actual
damages, whichever is greater. For busi-
nesses with fewer than 25 employees, includ-
ing state and local government units, or indi-
viduals whose net worth is no greater than
$500,000, punitive damages are capped at the
lesser of $250,000 or 3 times the amount of
actual damages. Attorney’s fees are also
capped at $1,000 per hour and detailed attor-
ney disclosure requirements are included to
ensure that clients are kept informed of the
progress and expense of their cases.

Our second principle objective is to provide
assistance to small businesses and their em-
ployees by allowing them to access up to
$50,000 under the Small Business Administra-
tion 7(A) Loan Guaranty Program for Y2K re-
pair and testing expenses. For the many small

companies that want to ensure their Y2K read-
iness but simply lack the financial resources to
undertake remediation, the Year 2000 Readi-
ness and Responsibility Act will give them ac-
cess to necessary funding. It will also give
small businesses limited regulatory relief if
they fail to comply with federal regulations as
a result of a Y2K, so long as the businesses
noncompliance was not done in bad faith.

Since 1996, there have been over 50 bipar-
tisan hearings in the Congress examining a
wide-ranging array of issues that are directly
related to the Y2K challenge that is facing our
global economy. We have listened to consum-
ers and to industry. And what we have con-
sistently heard is that small and large busi-
nesses are eager to solve the Y2K problem.
Yet many are not doing so, primarily because
of the fear of liability and lawsuits. The poten-
tial for excessive litigation and the negative
impact on targeted industries are already di-
verting precious resources that could other-
wise be used to help fix the Y2K problem. The
Year 2000 Readiness and Responsibility Act
aims to eliminate those fears and hasten the
repair of Y2K problems while we still have
time to resolve them.

For this reason, I look forward to working
with my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
as well as with the Administration to achieve
passage of this legislation. I hope that all of
my colleagues will join us in cosponsoring this
critical measure.
f

IN HONOR OF RUTGERS LAW MI-
NORITY STUDENT INTERNSHIP
PROGRAM

HON. ROBERT MENENDEZ
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999
Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I would like

to take this opportunity to congratulate the Mi-
nority Student Program (MSP) at Rutgers
School of Law-Newark for the 15th Anniver-
sary of its Summer Internship Program. Since
1984, the MSP has matched over 200 talented
young students with prestigious employers.

The law school historically has attracted stu-
dents who want to make a difference in the
world in which they live. These students rep-
resent numerous ethnic groups and nationali-
ties, but are united in their desire to pursue a
career in the legal profession.

The MSP’s Summer Internship Program has
been an essential step in translating a quality
education in the law into employment opportu-
nities for students. These internships help stu-
dents develop skills, make contacts, and earn
the money necessary to pay for law school. In
addition, the program provides employers ac-
cess to a pool of promising potential employ-
ees. Graduates now make important social
and political contributions to their community
as judges, presidential appointees, law profes-
sors, and prominent members of the bar.

It is an honor and a pleasure to be part of
this celebration and to recognize the dedica-
tion and commitment of the Minority Student
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Program at Rutgers School of Law-Newark. I
am certain that my colleagues will join me in
paying tribute to this remarkable program.
f

TRIBUTE TO THE LATE TOM
TAKEHARA

HON. ROBERT T. MATSUI
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
tribute to Mr. Tom Takehara of Sacramento,
California. A memorial service will be held for
him in his hometown. I respectfully ask all of
my colleagues to join with me in saluting a
truly great citizen, father, and friend.

Mr. Takehara founded Takehara Landscape
Inc. which grew to become one of the largest
businesses of its kind in the Sacramento area.
As a landscape contractor, he handled land-
scape duties at many of Northern California’s
most prominent public and private buildings.

As the past president of the California Land-
scape Contractors Association and an active
Rotary Club member, Mr. Takehara earned a
reputation for civic involvement. His member-
ship in Bocho Doshi Kai and Wakayama
Kenjin Kai, two Japanese American heritage
organizations, is especially noteworthy.

Having grown up on a farm in Sacramento
County, Mr. Takehara was well-versed in the
strong work ethic associated with agriculture in
Northern California. He was known for always
working hard to build a successful business
and to provide for his loving family.

During World War II, Mr. Takehara was forc-
ibly interned with thousands of other Japanese
Americans. Yet this social and legal injustice
never prevented him for excelling in his cho-
sen professional pursuits.

As a successful entrepreneur, he started a
variety of enterprises before founding his own
landscape construction business in Sac-
ramento. Yet commerce wasn’t Mr. Takehara’s
sole focus.

Family was also a major force in the life of
Tom Takehara. He was married to his wife
Toshi for 51 years. They had three children:
Brian, Walton, and Denise. He is also survived
by seven grandchildren.

Mr. Speaker, Tom Takehara led a unique
life in Northern California. He will be remem-
bered as a loving family man, successful en-
trepreneur, and a great citizen of Sacramento.
I ask all of my colleagues to join with me in
remembering him as he is eulogized today.
f

RULE 30 OF THE FEDERAL RULES
OF CIVIL PROCEDURE AND RES-
TORATION OF THE STENO-
GRAPHIC PREFERENCE

HON. HOWARD COBLE
OF NORTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to introduce
legislation that will restore the stenographic
preference for depositions taken in federal
court proceedings. This bill is identical to legis-
lation which I sponsored last term; and is simi-
lar to a bill authored by Senator GRASSLEY
during the 105th Congress.

For 23 years, Rule 30 of the Federal Rules
of Civil Procedure permitted the use of non-
stenographic means to record depositions, but
only pursuant to court order or the written stip-
ulation of the parties. In December of 1993,
however, the Chief Justice submitted a rec-
ommendation pursuant to the Rules Enabling
Act that eliminated the old Rule 30 require-
ment of a court order or stipulation. The revi-
sion also afforded each party the right to ar-
range for recording of a deposition by non-
stenographic means.

When representatives of the Judicial Con-
ference testified on the subject in 1993, they
could not provide the Subcommittee on Courts
and Intellectual Property with a single justifica-
tion for their recommendation. As a result, the
Subcommittee unanimously approved legisla-
tion, H.R. 2814, to prevent implementation of
the change. The full House of Representatives
followed suit by passing the bill under suspen-
sion of the rules on November 3, 1993.

It is my understanding that the Senate Judi-
ciary Subcommittee on Courts and Administra-
tive Practice also held hearings on Rule 30
during the 103rd Congress. I believe the mem-
bers who participated in those hearings re-
ceived testimony which generated concerns
about the reliability and durability of video or
audio tape alternatives to stenographic deposi-
tions. Then and since, court reporters have
complained of increased difficulty in identifying
speakers, deciphering unintelligible passages,
and reconstructing accurate testimony from
‘‘blank’’ passages when relying on mechanical
recordings. In contrast, information was also
submitted at this time which suggested that
the stenographic method will become even
more cost-effective in the future as a result of
improvements in recording technology.

These findings from the 103rd Congress
were confirmed in the 104th when the Sub-
committee on Courts and Intellectual Property
again conducted its own hearing on H.R.
1445, the precursor to the bill I am introducing
today; and later, when the Committee on the
Judiciary reported H.R. 1445 to the full House.

Mr. Speaker, I have never entirely under-
stood why Rule 30 was changed in the first
place. Like many others, I have found that ex-
perience is the best teacher; and it has been
my experience that no one in my district was
displeased with the application of the law prior
to 1993. I visit my district frequently and main-
tain good relations with members of the bench
and bar, and not one attorney or judge ever
complained about the operation of Rule 30 to
me before 1993.

I am pleased to continue my ongoing sup-
port for reinstating the pre-1993 law on Rule
30 by sponsoring this bill.
f

TRIBUTE TO JOEL RUCKER

HON. HOWARD L. BERMAN
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to Joel Rucker, a good friend of
many years and a man who cares deeply
about the future of the Northeast San Fer-
nando Valley. During the time I have known
Joel, I have had many opportunities to see
firsthand his extraordinary dedication to the
causes in which he believes. I can say without

hesitation that I have rarely met anyone as
willing to make the time and effort on behalf
of his community.

Joel has made a special point of working
tirelessly to improve the economy of Pacoima
and surrounding areas. For example, he
played an invaluable role in helping my office
coordinate an international job fair in 1995. It
was Joel who first brought to my attention the
need to provide local small businesses with
tips on selling their products overseas. At that
time Joel was President of the Pacoima
Chamber of Commerce, a post he held with
distinction for several years.

Joel has also served on the Board of Direc-
tors of San Fernando Valley Economic Alli-
ance and is a member of the Minority Busi-
ness Opportunity Commission of Los Angeles
International Trade. He has become a forceful
advocate for the economic interests of the
Northeast San Fernando Valley.

To be sure, Joel is involved in a variety of
organizations, including the Northeast Valley
Health Corporation, the NAACP and the Valley
Interfaith Council. He has somehow managed
to combine running a successful business
(Rucker’s Mortuary) with many extracurricular
activities.

I ask my colleagues to join me in saluting
Joel Rucker, a deeply spiritual man who has
dedicated his life to community service. His
selflessness and sense of public duty inspire
us all.
f

IN HONOR OF PETER BERRIO, DIS-
TINGUISHED COLOMBIAN—AMER-
ICAN VETERAN

HON. ROBERT MENENDEZ
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to recognize Peter Anthony Berrio for his cou-
rageous service on behalf of the United States
during World War II. Mr. Berrio, the oldest sur-
viving Colombian-American WWII veteran,
was honored on November 19 by the governor
of Quindo, in the city of Armenia, Colombia,
Peter Berrio’s place of birth. Unfortunately, I
was unable to attend this event, but a rep-
resentative of the U.S. Embassy in Colombia
was there on behalf of all Americans thankful
for Mr. Berrio’s distinguished service.

Peter Berrio moved to the United States
from Colombia in 1929 and served in the U.S.
Army Air Force from 1942 to 1946, both in the
Far East and in Europe. Mr. Berrio served as
a gunner, and he also served as a ‘‘military
mayor’’ in Italy after the war. By the time he
left the service, he had reached the rank of
Sergeant and received the Good Conduct
Medal, World War II Victory Medal, and the
Asiatic Pacific Campaign Medal. In 1951,
Peter Berrio moved back to Colombia where
he continues to live today.

It is important for us to remember the sac-
rifices made by our elders in the fight for free-
dom during WWII. The war was the defining
event of the 20th century. Over 400,000 of our
brave soldiers died during their service in
WWII and millions more willingly put their lives
on the line for their country.

I was both honored and touched to receive
a letter from Edison Berrio, Mr. Berrio’s son,
about his father’s accomplishments. I am
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proud to be able to honor Peter Berrio’s brave
service, and I am also proud of Edison Berrio
for remembering his roots and recognizing his
father’s impressive legacy. Edison is President
of the New York and New Jersey Chapter of
the Colombia National Coalition.

I am sure I speak for the entire Congress
when I say we are all deeply indebted to Peter
Berrio and the millions of other WWII veterans
who fought so that we can enjoy the liberty,
freedom, and prosperity we have as a nation
today.
f

INTRODUCTION OF H.R. 768, THE
COPYRIGHT COMPULSORY LI-
CENSE IMPROVEMENT ACT

HON. HOWARD COBLE
OF NORTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to
introduce the Copyright Compulsory License
Improvement Act. This bill will improve the
copyright compulsory license for satellite car-
riers of copyrighted programming contained on
television broadcast signals by applying to
such carriers the same opportunities and rules
as their cable competitors. This competitive
parity will lead to increased exposure of copy-
righted programming to consumers who will
pay lower prices for cable and satellite serv-
ices which deliver programming to their
homes. These lower prices will result from the
choices consumers will have in choosing how
they want their television programming deliv-
ered. Mr. Speaker, I know I speak for many of
the Members in this House when I assert that
creating competition in the video delivery mar-
ket is the key to more choice and lower prices
for our constituents.

This is a very dynamic time for the multi-
channel video marketplace, particularly for the
satellite industry. These satellite compulsory li-
cense is set to expire at the end of this year
at a time when the industry enjoys a record
number of subscribers. In the meantime, a
federal court decision threatens to disconnect
hundreds of thousands of satellite customers
from their distant network signals. Additionally,
several other legislative restrictions still pre-
vent the satellite industry from competing with
the cable television industry on an even play-
ing field.

The Copyright Act of 1976 bestowed on
cable television a permanent compulsory li-
cense which enables that industry to rebroad-
cast network and superstation signals to cable
television viewers without requiring cable oper-
ators to receive the authorization of thousands
of copyright owners who have an exclusive
right to authorize the exploitation of their pro-
grams. The cable operators pay a set fee for
the right to retransmit and the monies col-
lected are paid to the copyright owners
through a distribution proceeding conducted
under the auspices of the United States Copy-
right Office.

In 1988, Congress granted a compulsory li-
cense to the satellite industry. Although the
cable and satellite compulsory licenses have
similarities, there are important differences
which I believe prevent satellite from becom-
ing a true competitor to cable. Technology has
changed significantly since the cable and sat-
ellite compulsory licenses were created. In a

very short time, satellite carriers will be able to
bring local programming through their services
to viewers of that local market. The time has
come to take a comprehensive look at the sat-
ellite compulsory license as it relates to the
long-term viability and competitiveness of the
satellite television industry. The satellite com-
pulsory license is set to sunset in December
of this year, and the Federal Communications
Commission has reported time and again that
in areas where there is no competition to
cable, consumers are paying higher cable
rates. We must act for our constituents to level
the playing field in a manner that will allow
both industries to flourish to the benefit of con-
sumers.

To that end, the Copyright Compulsory Li-
cense Improvement Act makes the following
changes to the Satellite Home Viewer Act:

It reauthorizes the satellite compulsory li-
cense for five years.

It allows new satellite customers who have
received a network signal from a cable system
within the past three months to sign up for sat-
ellite service for those signals. This is not al-
lowed today.

It provides a discount for the copyright fees
paid by the satellite carriers.

It allows satellite carriers to retransmit a
local television station to households within
that station’s local market, just like cable does.

It allows satellite carriers to rebroadcast a
national signal of the Public Broadcasting
Service.

In order to create parity for the above new
opportunities for satellite carriers by reforming
the license, there must be additional legisla-
tion to create corresponding regulatory parity
between the satellite and cable industries, in-
cluding must-carry rules, retransmission con-
sent requirements, network non-duplication
protection, syndicated exclusitivity protection,
and sports blackout protection. I am commit-
ted to working with Representative BILLY TAU-
ZIN, Chairman of the Commerce Subcommit-
tee on Telecommunications, Trade and Con-
sumer Protection, and with Representative
TOM BLILEY, Chairman of the full Commerce
Committee, on legislation complementary to
the provisions contained in this bill. Their lead-
ership and partnership has been and will con-
tinue to be invaluable and necessary in guar-
anteeing true competition between the satellite
and cable industries.

I also want to recognize the leadership and
care that Senator ORRIN HATCH, Chairman of
the Senate Committee on the Judiciary, has
paid to the development of this important bill.
We have worked together closely on its provi-
sions and I know he is committed, as I am, to
assuring fair competition through this legisla-
tion. I look forward to continuing our work to-
gether as our bills move through both bodies
of the Congress.

Let me make clear that this bill is a com-
promise, carefully balanced to ensure competi-
tion. I believe it contains the balance nec-
essary to allow this bill to become law this
session and I urge all interested parties to join
us in a constructive discussion of this very im-
portant legislation.

SECTION-BY-SECTION

SECTION 1. TITLE

The title of the bill is the ‘‘Copyright Com-
pulsory License Improvement Act.’’

SECTION 2. LIMITATIONS ON EXCLUSIVE RIGHTS;
SECONDARY TRANSMISSIONS BY SATELLITE
CARRIERS WITHIN LOCAL MARKETS

Section 2 of the bill creates a new copy-
right compulsory license, found at Section
122 of Title 17 of the United States Code, for
the retransmission of television broadcast
programming by satellite carriers to sub-
scribers located within the local markets of
those stations. In order to be eligible for this
compulsory license, a satellite carrier must
be in full compliance with all applicable
rules and regulations of the FCC, including
any must-carry obligations imposed upon
the satellite carrier by the Commission or by
law.

Because the copyrighted programming
contained on local broadcast programming is
already licensed with the expectation that
all viewers in the local market will be able
to view the programming, the new Section
122 license is a royalty-free license. Satellite
carriers must, however, provide local broad-
casters with lists of their subscribers receiv-
ing local stations so that broadcasters may
verify that satellite carriers are making
proper use of the license. The subscriber in-
formation supplied to broadcasters is for ver-
ification purposes only, and may not be used
by broadcasters for other reasons.

Satellite carriers are liable for copyright
infringement and subject to the full rem-
edies of the Copyright Act if they violate one
or more of the following requirements of the
Section 122 license.

First, satellite carriers may not in any
way willfully alter the programming con-
tained on a local broadcast station. Second,
satellite carriers may not use the Section 122
license to retransmit a television broadcast
station to a subscriber located outside the
local market of the station. If a carrier will-
fully or repeatedly violates this limitation
on a nationwide basis, then the carrier may
be enjoined from retransmitting that signal.
If the broadcast station involved is a net-
work station, then the carrier could lose the
right to retransmit any network stations. If
the willful or repeated violation of the re-
striction is performed on a local or regional
basis, then the right to retransmit the sta-
tion (or, if a network station, then all net-
works) can be enjoined on a local or regional
basis, depending upon the circumstances. In
addition to termination of service on a na-
tionwide or local or regional basis, statutory
damages are available up to $250,000 for each
six-month period during which the pattern
or practice of violations was carried out.
Satellite carriers have the burden of proving
that they are not improperly making use of
the Section 122 license to serve subscribers
outside the local markets of the television
broadcast stations they are providing.

The Section 122 license is not limited to
private home viewing, as is the Section 119
compulsory license, so that satellite carriers
may use it to serve commercial establish-
ments as well as homes. The local market of
a television broadcast station for purposes of
the Section 122 license will be defined by the
FCC as part of its broadcast carriage rules
for satellite carriers.

SECTION 3. EXTENSION OF EFFECT OF AMEND-
MENTS TO SECTION 119 OF TITLE 17, UNITED
STATES CODE

Section 3 of the bill extends the expiration
date of the current Section 119 satellite com-
pulsory license from December 31, 1999 to De-
cember 31, 2004.

SECTION 4. COMPUTATION OF ROYALTY FEES FOR
SATELLITE CARRIERS

Section 4 of the bill reduces the 27-cent
royalty fee adopted last year by the Librar-
ian of Congress for the retransmission of net-
work and superstation signals by satellite
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carriers under the Section 119 license. The
27-cent rate for superstations is reduced by
30 percent per subscriber per month, and the
27-cent rate for network stations is reduced
by 45 percent per subscriber per month.

In addition, Section 119(c) of Title 17 is
amended to clarify that in royalty distribu-
tion proceedings conducted under section 802
of the Copyright Act, the Public Broadcast-
ing Service (PBS) may act as agent for all
public television copyright claimants and all
PBS.

SECTION 5. DEFINITIONS

Section 5 of the bill adds a new definition
to the current Section 119 satellite license.
The ‘‘unserved household’’ definition is
modified to eliminate the 90 day waiting pe-
riod for satellite subscribers who were pre-
vious cable subscribers. In other words, Sec-
tion 5 would not require an individual who
dropped cable to wait 90 days before receiv-
ing their network signals via satellite.

SECTION 6. PUBLIC BROADCASTING SERVICE
SATELLITE FEED

Section 6 of the bill extends the Section 119
license to cover the copyrighted program-
ming carried upon the PBS national satellite
feed. The national satellite feed is treated as
a superstation for compulsory license pur-
poses. Also, the bill requires PBS to certify
to the Copyright Office on an annual basis
that the PBS membership continues to sup-
port retransmission of the national satellite
feed under the Section 119 license.

SECTION 7. NOTICE TO SUBSCRIBERS

Section 7 of the bill requires a satellite
carrier to ensure that each subscriber has
been provided a written statement describing
and quoting the network territorial restric-
tions of the Act. The statement should detail
the circumstances under which a subscriber
may not be eligible for satellite service of a
particular network signal. Current subscrib-
ers should receive this statement within 60
days of enactment.

The purpose of this provision is to clarify
for the customer exactly what the law means
pertaining to the eligibility for distant net-
work signals. Time and again customers
complain that they were not made aware
that there was any prohibition on the recep-
tion of distant network signals, or that they
were not made aware of restrictions upon re-
ceiving notice that their distant network
signals were being terminated.

SECTION 8. APPLICATION OF FEDERAL
COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION REGULATIONS

Section 8 of the bill amends the current
Section 119 license to make it contingent
upon full compliance with all rules and regu-
lations of the FCC. This provision mirrors
the requirement imposed upon cable opera-
tors under the cable compulsory license.

SECTION 9. EFFECTIVE DATE

The amendments made by this bill become
effective on January 1, 1999, with the excep-
tion of Section 4 which becomes effective on
July 1, 1999.

f

TRIBUTE TO ART M. INOUYE

HON. ROBERT T. MATSUI
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I am honored to
rise in tribute to Mr. Art M. Inouye, Supervising
United States Probation Officer in the District
Court for the Eastern District of California.

Today, as Mr. Inouye marks his retirement
with his many friends and co-workers, I ask all

of my colleagues to join with me in saluting his
25 years of federal service.

A graduate of San Francisco State College
in 1965, Mr. Inouye worked as director of the
San Francisco Boy’s Home from 1963 until
1965 and served in the U.S. Army Reserves
from 1966 until 1972.

In 1974 Mr. Inouye began his career as a
federal probation officer. By 1979 he had re-
ceived his law degree from Lincoln University
Law School and been promoted to Super-
vising U.S. Probation Officer.

Mr. Inouye’s accomplishments in the Proba-
tion Office are numerous. He founded the dis-
trict’s firearms program and safety academy.
He was also responsible for guideline sentenc-
ing training and implementation, as well as
helping to establish a national program on en-
hanced supervision.

One of the cornerstones of Mr. Inouye’s ca-
reer was his significant contributions working
with the Federal Judicial Center, which in-
cluded teaching, facilitating curriculum devel-
opment, advising, training, and video produc-
tion.

As his career progressed, Mr. Inouye was
promoted again in 1992 and became involved
in the New Officer Orientation program. He
also served as a facilitator of the Federal Judi-
cial Center’s System Impact Seminars.

In December 1997, Mr. Inouye’s many years
of exemplary federal service were recognized
when he received the Richard F. Doyle Award.
This award was established by the Federal
Probation and Pretrial Services Officers Asso-
ciation for outstanding work throughout a ca-
reer.

His award nomination at that time stated,
‘‘Art is a national treasure whose hard work,
dedication, and unique qualities have touched
virtually every employee of Federal Probation
and Pretrial Services nationwide. . . .’’

Mr. Speaker, I ask all of my colleagues to
join with me in saying ‘‘thank you’’ to Art M.
Inouye for 25 years of outstanding service to
the U.S. Probation Office. I am honored to
wish him every success in all of his future en-
deavors.
f

TRIBUTE TO DENNIS O’SULLIVAN

HON. HOWARD L. BERMAN
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to my good friend Dennis
O’Sullivan, who has recently completed a
highly successful term as President of the Sun
Valley Chamber of Commerce. Throughout his
tenure, Dennis has worked tirelessly and with
considerable success to promote the eco-
nomic interests of Sun Valley. Dennis has a
warm and winning manner that invariably
brings people over to his side. I know I’ve en-
joyed immensely working with him on numer-
ous occasions.

Dennis is that rare person equally at ease
working on business and community issues. In
addition to his involvement with the Sun Valley
Chamber, for the past several years he has
served in the position of Program Director for
People In Progress, Inc. In that capacity, Den-
nis has established programs to assist the
homeless and indigent who suffer alcohol and
drug dependencies. He and his organization

have stepped in where government cannot—
or will not—get involved. It’s no exaggeration
to say that Dennis has provided a lifeline for
people who would otherwise have nowhere
else to turn.

Dennis has made an invaluable contribution
to many more community-based organizations
in the Northeast San Fernando Valley. Among
others, he has been active with the San Fer-
nando Valley Alcohol Policy Coalition, the San
Fernando Valley Homeless Coalition and Pro-
viders Collaborative of the San Fernando Val-
ley.

He is also one of the prime movers behind
the Hansen Dam Fourth of July Celebration,
which in only a few short years has become
a major attraction in the Northeast Valley.

Dennis has led a rich and interesting life,
which includes raising a daughter, who now
teaches school, and two sons who are officers
with the Los Angeles Police Department. He
also served with the U.S. Army in Vietnam, re-
ceiving an honorable discharge, and worked
for 15 years as a motion picture camera tech-
nician in the film and television industries.

I ask my colleagues to join me in saluting
Dennis O’Sullivan, a man who cares deeply
about his community. His generosity of spirit
and dedication to public service are an inspira-
tion to us all.
f

IN RECOGNITION OF MRS. GLENNA
GOODACRE

HON. LARRY COMBEST
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, it is my dis-
tinct privilege to rise today to honor one of
Texas’, and our nation’s, most accomplished
artists, Glenna Goodacre, on her commenda-
tion as the 1999 College of Human Sciences
Distinguished Leader by Texas Tech Univer-
sity.

A native of Lubbock, Texas, Mrs. Goodacre
is perhaps best known for her work as the
sculptor of the Vietnam Women’s Memorial at
the Vietnam ‘‘Wall’’ in Washington, D.C. Since
its installation on the Mall in 1993, her bronze
depiction of nurses tending a wounded soldier
has been appreciated by millions of visitors to
our nation’s capital. For more than twenty
years before creating the women’s memorial,
she was well known and respected for her
sculptural figures, especially her interesting
compositions of active children, which con-
tinue to be her favorite subjects. Glenna also
enjoyed a successful career as a painter for
many years before creating her first three di-
mensional work.

Glenna Goodacre’s pieces are in numerous
private, corporate, national and international
collections. She has more than 40 bronze por-
traits in public collections, including sculptures
of Dwight D. Eisenhower, Barbara Jordon,
General Henry ‘‘Hap’’ Arnold, and Katherine
Anne Porter. Her bronze sculpture of Presi-
dent Ronald Reagan stands nearly eight feet
tall and graces both the Reagan Presidential
Library and the National Cowboy Hall of
Fame. In 1998, Mrs. Goodacre was selected
by the U.S. Mint as one of only a handful of
artists to submit designs for a new Sacagawea
dollar coin for the year 2000. Her portrayal of
Sacagawea with her infant son was chosen,
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by popular demand, to be featured on the ob-
verse of the coin. She was also selected as
the winning sculptor for the proposed Irish
Famine Memorial to be installed in downtown
Philadelphia some time after the year 2000.

Her work is widely exhibited and has won
awards from both the National Sculpture Soci-
ety and the National Academy of Design. She
was named an American Art Master by Amer-
ican Artist Magazine and has also received an
Honorary Doctorate of Humane Letters from
her alma mater, Colorado College as well as
an Honorary Doctorate of Fine Arts from
Texas Tech University.

Knowing Glenna and having visited her stu-
dios in Santa Fe, New Mexico, I am certain
this latest honor will hold a special place in
her heart. It is my great privilege to recognize
Glenna Goodacre for this achievement and
the outstanding contributions she continues to
make through her art.

f

IN HONOR OF THE GRAND RE-
OPENING OF THE NEW JERSEY
ARYA SAMAJ MANDIR

HON. ROBERT MENENDEZ
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
in honor of the grand reopening of the New
Jersey Arya Samaj Mandir in Jersey City. This
vital organization has served the educational,
cultural, religious, and social needs of the
Hindu community in Hudson and Essex Coun-
ties since 1988.

Today’s youth face so many more dangers
and have so many more opportunities than the
children of a generation ago. It is important for
our children to have places to learn about their
culture, their heritage, and develop their own
value systems. Pandit Suresh N. Sugrim,
founder of the New Jersey Arya Samaj
Mandir, recognizes that in order to be pre-
pared for the next century our children need
more than just wage-earning skills, but they
also need to learn the value our cultural and
religious centers are built upon.

The New Jersey Arya Samaj Mandir pro-
vides Hindu immigrants important ties to their
heritage, while at the same time helping their
community. As a member of the East Cultural
Clergy Association, the Samaj has also made
great strides in building relationships with
many of the other religious and cultural com-
munities in the area. For instance, when Rev-
erend William Barnett was injured by several
gunshot wounds, Pandit Suresh N. Sugrim
participated in a vigil to show solidarity with
the surrounding community.

I will be unable to attend the grand reopen-
ing myself, but I am sure I speak for the entire
Congress when I say that as a nation we owe
a tremendous debt to the work of cultural and
religious centers such as the New Jersey Arya
Samaj Mandir. So, I congratulate them on
their reopening and wish them continued good
fortune.

THE DEFENSE JOBS AND TRADE
PROMOTION ACT OF 1999

HON. SAM JOHNSON
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
today I have introduced legislation, H.R.—,
that will eliminate a provision of the tax code,
which severely discriminates against United
States exporters of defense products. My bill,
entitled ‘‘The Defense Jobs and Trade Pro-
motion Act of 1999’’ will help our nation’s de-
fense contractors improve their international
competitiveness, protect our defense industrial
base, and insure that American defense work-
ers—who have already had to adjust to sharp-
ly declining defense budgets—do not see their
jobs lost to overseas competitors because of
a harmful quirk in our own tax law.

The Internal Revenue Code allows U.S.
companies to establish Foreign Sales Cor-
porations (FSCs), under which they can ex-
empt from U.S. taxation a portion of their
earnings from foreign sales. This provision is
designed to help U.S. firms compete against
companies in other countries that rely on
value-added taxes (VATs) rather than on cor-
porate income taxes. When products are ex-
ported from such countries, the VAT is re-
bated to these foreign companies, effectively
lowering their prices. U.S. companies, in con-
trast, must charge relatively higher prices in
order to obtain a reasonable net profit after
taxes have been paid. By permitting a share
of the profits derived from exports to be ex-
cluded from corporate incomes taxes, the FSC
allows U.S. companies to compete with our
international competitors who pay no taxes.

In 1976, Congress added section 923(a)(5)
to the tax code. This provision reduced the
FSC tax benefits for defense products to 50
percent, while retaining the full benefits for all
other products. The questionable rationale for
this discriminatory treatment, that U.S. de-
fense exports faced little competition, clearly
no longer exists. Whatever the veracity of that
premise 25 years ago, today military exports
are subject to fierce international competition
in every area. Twenty-five years ago, roughly
one-half of all the nations purchasing defense
products benefited from U.S. military assist-
ance. Today, U.S. military assistance has
been sharply curtailed and is essentially lim-
ited to two countries. Moreover, with the sharp
decline in the defense budget over the past
decade, exports of defense products have be-
come ever more critical to maintaining a viable
U.S defense industrial base. For example, of
the three fighter aircraft under production in
this country, two are dependent on foreign
customers; the same is true for 1MA1 tank,
which must compete with several foreign tank
manufacturers.

The Department of Defense supports repeal
of this provision. In an August 26, 1998 letter,
Deputy Secretary of Defense, John Hamre
wrote Treasury Secretary Rubin about the
FSC. Hamre wrote ‘‘The Department of De-
fense (DoD) supports extending the full bene-
fits of the FSC exemption to defense export-
ers. . . . I believe, however, that putting de-

fense and non-defense companies on the
same footing would encourage defense ex-
ports that would promote standardization and
interoperability of equipment among our allies.
It also could result in a decrease in the cost
of defense products to the Department of De-
fense.’’ My legislation supports the DoD rec-
ommendation and calls for the repeal of this
counterproductive tax provision.

The recent decision to transfer jurisdiction of
commercial satellites from the Commerce De-
partment to the State Department highlights
the capriciousness of section 923(a)(5). When
the Commerce Department regulated the ex-
port of commercial satellites, the satellite man-
ufacturers received the full FSC benefit. When
the Congress transferred export control juris-
diction to the State Department, the same sat-
ellites, built in the same factory, by the same
hard working men and women, no longer re-
ceived the same tax benefit. Because these
satellites are now classified as munitions, they
receive 50 percent less of a FSC benefit than
before. This absurd result demonstrates that
the tax code is not that correct place to imple-
ment our foreign policy. The administration
has agreed that Congress should take action
to correct this inequity as it applies to sat-
ellites. My legislation would not only correct
the satellite problem, but it would also ensure
that all U.S. exports are treated in the same
manner under the FSC.

The Department of Defense is not the only
entity that has commented publicly about this
provision. A December 1998 joint project of
the Lexington Institute and The Institute for
Policy Innovation entitled ‘‘Out of Control: Ten
Case Studies in Regulatory Abuse’’ included
an article by Loren B. Thompson about the
FSC. The article is aptly titled ‘‘26 U.S.C.
923(a)(5): Bad for Trade, Bad for Security,
and Fundamentally Unfair’’ highlights the
many problems of this unfair tax provision. I
call your attention to one issue the article ad-
dresses that I have not yet raised—the real
reason the Congress enacted this provision in
1976. The author, Loren B. Thompson, argues
that Congress’ decision to limit the FSC bene-
fit for military exports was not based on sound
analysis of tax law, but on the general anti-
military climate that pervaded this country in
the mid 1970’s. As Mr. Thompson writes, Con-
gress enacted section 923(a)(5), ‘‘to punish
weapons makers . . . . Section 923(a)(5) was
simply one of many manifestations of Con-
gressional antimilitarism during that period.’’

Times have changed since this provision
was enacted. This provision makes little sense
from a tax policy perspective. No valid eco-
nomic or policy reason exists for continuing a
tax policy that discriminates against a particu-
lar class of manufactured products. The legis-
lation I am introducing today is a small step
this Congress can take to improve our military
and strengthen our defense industrial base.

I urge my colleagues to join me in repealing
this part of the tax code in order to provide fair
and equal treatment to our defense industry
and its workers, and to enable our defense
companies to compete more successfully in
the increasingly challenging international mar-
ket.
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H.R. 780, THE PASSENGER ENTI-

TLEMENT AND COMPETITION EN-
HANCEMENT ACT

HON. JOHN D. DINGELL
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, today I rise to

introduce H.R. 780, the ‘‘Passenger Entitle-
ment and Competition Enhancement Act of
1999.’’

This legislation has two purposes. First, it
will give airline passengers the rights they de-
serve and have been calling for. Second, it will
protect the American public from harmful, anti-
competitive market concentration in the airline
industry. With monopolized routes and unprec-
edented levels of market concentration, airline
profits have soared at the expense of consum-
ers’ checkbooks, comfort, and convenience.

The first title of my bill is all about pas-
senger protections. Recently, due to complica-
tions involving bad weather and a severe lack
of planning, thousands of passengers were
stranded onboard aircraft at Detroit Metropoli-
tan Airport for intolerable lengths of time.
Many of these passengers were detained on
the tarmac for seven, eight, or nine hours.
They ran out of food and water, and the rest-
room facilities became unusable. Situations
like this can pose major obstacles to emer-
gency medical treatment and cause serious
anxiety among the passengers and their fami-
lies.

This bill would require all airlines to have an
emergency plan on record with the Depart-
ment of Transportation to ensure that, in the
event of an emergency, all boarded pas-
sengers would have access to all necessary
services and conditions. Also, the plan should
outline the means to deplane the passengers
safely. Failure to have such a plan on file
would result in the suspension of the carrier’s
license. Also, violations of the emergency plan
would yield $10,000 fines.

Additionally, aggrieved passengers should
be entitled to compensation for unreasonable
delays. My legislation would establish air car-
rier liability to each passenger on an aircraft
for an excessive departure or arrival delay
which the carrier could have avoided. If the
departure or arrival delay is more than two,
but less than three hours, the airline would be
required to compensate each passenger in an
amount equal to twice the value of the price
paid for the passenger’s ticket. If the delay is
at least three hours in length, then each pas-
senger is entitled to compensation equaling
the number of hours (or portion thereof) multi-
plied by the price paid for their ticket. Also, air
carriers would be required to give each pas-
senger sufficient and accurate notice of infor-
mation it has regarding any potential or actual
significant delays in the departure or arrival of
any flight segment. Wherever possible, such
notice shall be given to the passengers before
boarding an aircraft.

Passenger complaints about their mis-
handled baggage continue to climb and they
need to be addressed. Under this bill, air car-
rier liability would be doubled from the current
$1,250 for lost or damaged baggage to $2,500
for provable damages that the passenger in-
curred because of the carrier’s improper bag-
gage handling.

Many airlines engage in the business prac-
tice of overbooking flights to ensure that as

many seats as possible are sold on their
flights. Often, ticket holders do not show and
carriers can maximize their revenue by having
properly predicted how many seats it can
overbook to fill in this gap. While this may be
an intelligent practice for an airline, from time
to time it can tremendously inconvenience a
ticket holder when the airline guesses wrongly.
Too many seats are sold, and the passengers
are all there to fly to their destinations as
promised. In this situation, some cannot fly
and must be ‘‘bumped.’’

My legislation would simplify the current
bumping regulations. Should a passenger be
involuntarily denied boardin, the air carrier
would not be absolved of its responsibility to
carry the passenger to the passenger’s final
destination. Further, if the scheduled arrival
time of the alternate transportation is not with-
in two hours of the originally scheduled arrival
time, then the airline must also provide af-
fected passengers with a voucher or refund
equal in value to the original price paid by the
passenger for the original flight.

Without this legislation, passengers rights
are woefully lacking. Passengers also need to
be advised of their rights, and good airlines
should endorse this idea. Under the legisla-
tion, the Secretary of Transportation would be
required to establish a statement that outlines
the consumer rights of air passengers, includ-
ing the rights contained in the bill. Each air
carrier would be required to provide the state-
ment to each passenger along with its existing
onboard seat-back safety placard and ticketing
materials. The statement would also be con-
spicuously posted at all ticket counters.

The second title of my bill concerns com-
petition in the airline industry. Competition can
increase consumer choice, lower price, and
improve customer satisfaction. Many will note
that there is growing public interest and con-
cern over the issue of predatory conduct by
major air carriers. Such practices eliminate
competition in the air travel industry and cre-
ate formidable barriers for entrepreneurs to
break into the market. As an example of some
suspect conduct, one has only to look back to
when Northwest Airlines cut its fare from De-
troit to Boston to as low as $69 from an aver-
age of $259 when Spirit Airlines entered the
market in 1996. Coincidentally, once Spirit
was pushed out of the market, the average
fare went up to $267, exceeding even the
original level. More recently, Northwest ran an
upstart, Pro Air, out of the Detroit-Milwaukee
market and is engaged in some curious be-
havior in the Detroit to Baltimore market. To
provide a level playing field, vigorous competi-
tion must be permitted to take root. Unfair ex-
clusionary practices that eliminate that com-
petition must be rooted out.

When carriers respond to new competitors
with severe price drops and capacity expan-
sion in order to run the new carrier out of the
market, it ill serves consumers in the long run.
After a new entrant is grounded, the major
carrier simply retrenches and raises fares
higher still in its resumed control.

Congress expressly gave the Department of
Transportation authority to stop any ‘‘unfair or
deceptive practice or unfair method of com-
petition.’’ Further, Congress has directed the
Secretary of Transportation by statute to con-
sider ‘‘preventing unfair, deceptive, predatory,
or anticompetitive practices in air transpor-
tation’’ as being in the ‘‘public interest and
consistent with public convenience and neces-

sity.’’ The Department of Transportation’s ac-
tion under this authority stands to be im-
proved. The federal government should do its
job to expeditiously help the public.

The Secretary of the Department of Trans-
portation should take real action to advance
the pro-competition policy objectives of the
Congress. That action includes ensuring that
the Department of Transportation’s guidelines,
which it is currently developing to deal with
predatory activity, are effective. And the Con-
gress ought not seek to delay the implementa-
tion of a reasoned and appropriate rule-
making. As proposed, the guidelines would
permit the Secretary to impose sanctions if a
major carrier should respond to a new entrant
into a market in an unfair or exclusionary man-
ner. More tools are needed and this bill pro-
vides them.

The bill would permit the Secretary to fine
any air carrier deemed to be engaged in an
unfair method of competition or unfair exclu-
sionary practice. Such a tool should give a
carrier pause for thought before implementing
any activity that would unfairly respond to le-
gitimate competition. The bill would increase
the monetary penalty for such unfair methods
of competition under the U.S. Code from the
current $1,000 to $10,000 for each day the
violation continues or, if applicable, for each
flight involving the violation.

Further obstacles to competition arise from
the fact that at the four slot-controlled or high-
density airports, the vast majority of the
scheduled take off and landing slots are con-
trolled by the major carriers at these key hub
airports. The airports are: New York’s Ken-
nedy and LaGuardia airports; Chicago’s
O’Hare; and Washington’s National airport.
For meaningful competition to develop, new
entrant carriers must have a real opportunity
to provide service in those markets. Of the
more than 3,100 domestic air carrier slots at
these four airports, fewer than forty-five slots
are held by all the new entrant air carriers
combined. Moreover, foreign air carriers have
more than twice as many slots as domestic
new entrant air carriers combined. Most of
these slots were grandfathered to the major
carriers more than a decade ago. The slots
are government property, and it is time that
the federal government use them to benefit
the taxpaying public rather than just a handful
of airlines.

In order to remedy this barrier to competi-
tion, the bill would give the Secretary the au-
thority to create and, as a last resort, withdraw
and auction slots at each slot-controlled airport
for assignment to new entrant air carriers and
other carriers with very limited access. The
Secretary would be authorized to use pro-con-
sumer criteria to withdraw slots from a carrier
who is not using its slots in a competitive fash-
ion. If there is a withdrawal of slots for an auc-
tion, the Secretary may not auction more than
ten percent of existing slots for the first auc-
tion and five percent for each succeeding auc-
tion. Auctions may not take place earlier than
two years from each preceding auction. In-
come from any auctions would finance im-
proved airport infrastructure for the American
public.

Slot possession at the four key airports
where such controls are in place is a major
issue, but questions like long-term exclusive
gate leases at other airports represent just as
nearly insurmountable obstacles to meaningful
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competition in the airline industry. For that rea-
son, it makes good sense that such arrange-
ments be reviewed. The bill would direct the
Secretary to issue a study on the ability of and
proposals for new entrant air carriers and
those with limited access at major hub airports
to obtain gates and other facilities at airports
on terms substantially equivalent to the terms
provided to the major carriers already using
airport facilities. The airfield must become a
level playing field for competition.

It is important that the American public have
access to useful information about the market
and who in the industry is providing the best
consumer value. Various studies by the Gen-
eral Accounting Office and private organiza-
tions have shown that concentration in the do-
mestic airline industry is at extraordinarily high
levels and continues to grow. Where such
concentration exists, fares have increased with
a significant impact on residents and busi-
nesses in those communities. In order to
evaluate consumer value and review potential
implications of market concentration at hub
airports, the bill would require the Secretary to
prepare two quarterly reports for the public.
One would rank the top and bottom ten do-
mestic routes with regard to their average cost
to the passenger, and the second would rank
the large hub airports by market concentration
and identify the market share of each airline
operating at each of those airports. As has
been said, sunlight is the best disinfectant;
let’s let it shine on the airline industry.

At best, the promised benefits of deregula-
tion have not been fully realized. The traveling
public is still captive to monopolized routes
and airports. Indeed, since 1978, the Nation
has endured unregulated monopoly on many
routes and airports. Indeed, since 1978, the
Nation has endured unregulated monopoly on
many routes. While I fully support the goals of
competition, two decades of experience reveal
consolidation, diminished choice, and higher
prices in many markets. To the extent that de-
regulation has failed, the Congress should re-
spond and correct its course. Full and fair
competition is what consumers demand and
deserve. When any carrier dominates a hub, it
can lose its edge and the incentive to meet
consumer needs. This ought not be the case.
The Congress has the opportunity to act now
to remedy the defects in the law that permit
our constituents to be exposed to undue and
intolerable grief.

The American public has been held hostage
by the poor service and excessive fares at the
hands of the cartels in the air for too long.
That is why I am pleased to introduce this bill
to generate legitimate competition and secure
appropriate protections for the country’s airline
passengers. To my friends in the airline indus-
try, I want to observe that one airline execu-
tive recently told me that a good airline should
be doing these things anyway. While the air-
lines may feel their best option is to fight and
hope to block this bill in Congress, I believe it
would be vastly preferable to start working to
solve these problems on their own. As with
any problem, the first step on the road to re-
covery is to stop denying and start accepting.
Today, the major airlines are the guests of
honor at my ‘‘intervention.’’

The ‘‘Passenger Entitlement and Competi-
tion Enhancement Act’’ is common sense leg-
islation that responds to the call for fair play
and substantial justice in the airline industry. I
applaud the efforts of my colleagues who are

helping to advance the message of our con-
stituents, which I began to carry last year, and
ask that they join me at their earliest oppor-
tunity.
f

TRIBUTE TO ROBERT D. COCHRAN

HON. ROBERT T. MATSUI
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I am honored to
rise in tribute to Mr. Robert D. Cochran who
will retire after more than thirty years of public
service as a member of the Southgate Recre-
ation and Park District Board of Directors in
Sacramento, California.

Mr. Cochran has made an outstanding con-
tribution to the Southgate Recreation and Park
District. As a dedicated board member, he has
ensured that this special district operates effi-
ciently and has advocated the need for up-
dates to many of its policies and procedures.

From 1971 until 1974 Mr. Cochran served
on the Board of Directors of the California As-
sociation of Recreation and Park Districts. He
has also been active in the Sacramento Coun-
cil of Recreation and Park Agencies.

In 1995 Mr. Cochran was recognized as a
Distinguished Board Member by the California
Special Districts Association. He was nomi-
nated for that honor by the very employees
and board members with whom he serves in
the Southgate Recreation and Park District.

As a senior board member of an organiza-
tion which oversees 35 parks and millions in
assessment dollars, Mr. Cochran’s contribu-
tions to his community have been invaluable.
I salute his tireless commitment to public serv-
ice.

Mr. Cochran’s remarkable work has earned
him re-election to the Southgate Recreation
and Park District Board of Directors every
term since 1970. His staying power is a testa-
ment to his efficacy as a special district trust-
ee.

Mr. Speaker, I ask all of my colleagues to
join me in recognizing Robert D. Cochran
every success in all of his future endeavors in
Banning, California.
f

IN RECOGNITION OF MS. MARSHA
SHARP

HON. LARRY COMBEST
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, I am most
honored to rise today to extend my sincere
congratulations to Ms. Marsha Sharp, head
coach of the Texas Tech University Lady
Raiders basketball team, for being inducted
into the Texas Women’s Hall of Fame. Coach
Sharp was selected as one of only seven
women to receive this prestigious honor,
which I know she richly deserves.

Coach Sharp is in her 17th season as head
coach of the Texas Tech Lady Raiders. Her
professionalism, love of the game, remarkable
coaching talents, and winning attitude have
left her only five victories short of 400 victories
while at Texas Tech, and a record of 395–
128. Coach Sharp is widely respected by her
players, her colleagues, and Lady Raider fans.

Throughout her career at Texas Tech,
Coach Sharp has been recognized for her out-
standing coaching abilities by other associa-
tions. She was the 1998 Big 12 Coach of the
Year in women’s basketball. In 1993, the
Texas Tech Lady Raiders forged ahead to
bring home the coveted NCAA national cham-
pionship title, and Coach Sharp, the force be-
hind the success, was named the National
Coach of the Year in 1993 by the Women’s
Basketball News Service and the Columbus,
Ohio Touchdown Club. She received the same
honor in 1994 from the Women’s Basketball
Coaches Association. While Texas Tech Uni-
versity was still in the Southwest Conference,
she was named the women’s basketball coach
of the year an impressive seven times.

Away from the game, Coach Sharp has
served on the WBCA Board of Directors, Con-
verse Coach of the Year Committee, Kodak
All-American Selection Committee, NCAA Re-
gional Selection Committee, Southwest Con-
ference Tournament Committee, and Texas
Girls Basketball Association Committee. She
presently serves as the director for the Lady
Raider Basketball Camps, and is actively in-
volved with Special Olympic Celebrity fund
raisers and the Jerry Lewis Labor Day Tele-
thon. Coach Sharp is dedicated not only to her
team and Texas Tech University, but to the
entire Lubbock community.

It is with great pleasure that I recognize and
congratulate Ms. Marsha Sharp on here un-
surpassed achievements and contributions
that have earned her the distinct honor of
being inducted into the Texas Women’s Hall of
Fame.
f

THE MADRID PROTOCOL
IMPLEMENTATION ACT

HON. HOWARD COBLE
OF NORTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro-
ducing the Madrid Protocol Implementation
Act. This implementing legislation for the Pro-
tocol related to the Madrid Agreement on the
International Registration of Marks was intro-
duced in the past three Congresses. While the
Administration has still not forwarded the trea-
ty to the Senate for ratification, the introduc-
tion of this legislation is important in that it
sends a signal to the international community,
U.S. businesses, and trademark owners that
the Congress is serious about our Nation be-
coming part of a low-cost, efficient system for
the international registration of trademarks.

The World Intellectual Property Organization
(WIPO) administers the Protocol, which in turn
operates the international system for the reg-
istration of trademarks. This system would as-
sist our businesses in protecting their propri-
etary names and brand-name goods while
saving cost, time, and effort. This is especially
important to our small businesses which may
only be able to afford world-wide protection for
their marks through a low-cost international
registration system.

The Madrid Protocol took effect in April
1996 and currently binds 12 countries. Without
the participation of the United States, how-
ever, the Protocol may never achieve its pur-
pose of providing a one-stop, low-cost shop
for trademark applicants who can—by filing



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of RemarksE250 February 23, 1999
one application in their country and in their
language—receive protection by each member
country of the Protocol.

There is opposition neither to the legislation,
nor to the substantive portions of the treaty.
The State Department continues its attempts
to resolve differences between the Administra-
tion and the European Union regarding the
voting rights of intergovernmental members of
the Protocol in the Assembly established by
the Protocol. More specifically, the European
Union receives a separate vote in addition to
the votes of its member states. While it may
be argued that the existence of a supra-na-
tional European trademark issued by the Euro-
pean Trademark Office justifies this extra vote,
the State Department views the provision as
antithetical to the fundamental democratic con-
cept of one vote per state. The State Depart-
ment also has raised concerns that this voting
structure may constitute a precedent for devi-
ation from the one-state-one-vote principle in
future international agreements in other areas.

These differences need to be settled before
the Secretary of State will recommend to the
President that a ratification package be pre-
sented to the Senate. The State Department is
working closely with the Subcommittee on
Courts and Intellectual Property of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, which I chair, to for-
mulate a proposal to the European Union, and
subsequently to the members of the Protocol,
to amend the Assembly voting procedures in
a way which would provide for input by the
European Union without circumventing the
one-member-one-vote principle.

Mr. Speaker, it is important to move this leg-
islation forward at this time to encourage ne-
gotiations between the State Department and
the European Union; and to assure American
trademark holders that the United States
stands ready to benefit from the Protocol as
soon as it is ratified.
f

IN HONOR OF FOUR OUTSTANDING
JERSEY CITY POLICE OFFICERS

HON. ROBERT MENENDEZ
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
in honor of James Crampton, Paul Pawchak,
Jr., Edward Bergin, and John Riggs; four out-
standing Jersey City police officers who are
retiring from the force after 25 years of service
to their community.

Before being appointed to the Jersey City
Police Department, Officer James Crampton
proudly served our country in the Navy and
served as a Patrolman in the Plainfield Police
Department. Over his remarkable career, Offi-
cer Crampton earned twelve Excellent Police
Service Awards, one commendation, and one
POBA Valor Award. James Crampton was
also recognized by Police Director Michael
Moriarty for his excellent work on the Wegman
Parkway homicide and was commended by
Police Chief William J. Thynne for apprehend-
ing a dangerous criminal.

Officer Paul Pawchak Jr. has served with
distinction for over twenty five years on patrol,
as a Police Academy instructor, on the Narcot-
ics Unit and as a member of the Neighbor-
hood Task Force Unit. His achievements in-
clude three commendations, five Excellent Po-

lice Service Awards, and one POBA Valor
Award. Officer Pawchak has also earned mul-
tiple training certificates from the Department
of Justice, the New Jersey State Police, and
the Jersey City Police Department.

Officer Edward Bergin has enjoyed great
success as a police officer, but he has also
been recognized for his community service. In
particular, he has been commended by the
Jersey City Chief of Police for his work on Na-
tional Night Out and relief efforts following
Hurricane Georges. Officer Bergin has also re-
ceived two commendations, five Excellent Po-
lice Service Awards and one POBA Valor
Award.

During Detective John Riggs’ successful ca-
reer he has served on patrol and on the
Crimes Against Property and Special Inves-
tigations Units. Many of this country’s most
profitable companies owe a large debt to De-
tective Riggs for his remarkable efforts to in-
vestigate property crime. The companies
which have commended his work include
Rolex Watch USA, Inc., for enforcing trade-
mark infringements; Bell Atlantic and AT&T for
breaking a stolen phone ring; and Twentieth
Century Fox, Universal, Walt Disney and
Parmount Pictures for the apprehension of in-
dividuals associated with motion picture theft.
Detective Riggs has also distinguished himself
through his work on security detail for both the
President and Vice President. John Riggs has
earned seventeen Excellent Police Service
Awards, five commendations, and one Combat
Cross.

These four officers have served Jersey City
and my district proudly for 25 years. I am sure
I speak for the entire Congress when I say
thank them for their work and wish them the
best in their retirement.
f

INTERNATIONAL ENGAGEMENT—
WHY WE NEED TO STAY THE
COURSE

HON. IKE SKELTON
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, on January 27,
1999, I had the privilege to address all of
America’s National Guard Adjutants General
here in Washington. I spoke about the need
for America to stay engaged in the world. My
speech to that group is set forth as follows:

INTERNATIONAL ENGAGEMENT—WHY WE NEED
TO STAY THE COURSE

It has been more than ten years since the
fall of 1988, when the communist government
of Poland agreed, under great popular pres-
sure, to permit free elections—elections
which ultimately led to the ‘‘velvet revolu-
tion’’ throughout Eastern Europe. It has
been nine years since the historic fall of 1989,
when the border between Hungary and West-
ern Europe opened, and thousands of East
Europeans first swept aside the Iron Curtain
and then brought it crashing down. It has
been eight years since the two Germanies
agreed to reunification, and seven years
since the Soviet Union disintegrated.

For the United States, the events of a dec-
ade ago were the beginning of the end of long
struggle—a struggle that was characterized
by terrible sacrifices in Korea and Vietnam;
by periods of great national confidence and
occasional episodes of uncertainty; by de-
bates in the halls of Congress that were

sometimes historic and solemn and some-
times partisan and shrill; and, above all, by
a widely shared sense of national purpose
that endured despite occasionally bitter in-
ternal divisions.

The constancy with which the United
States carried out its global responsibilities
over the long course of the Cold War is a
great testimony to the character of the
American people and to the quality of the
leaders who guided the nation through often
trying times. In spite of the costs, in the face
of great uncertainties, and despite grave dis-
tractions, our nation showed the ability to
persevere. In doing so, we answered the great
question about America that Winston
Churchill once famously posed—‘‘Will you
stay the course?’’ he asked, ‘‘Will you stay
the course?’’ The answer is, we did.

Today, I think we need to raise a similar
question once again, but this time for our-
selves and in a somewhat different form.
Churchill’s question, ‘‘Will you stay the
course?’’ implied that there might some day
be an end to the struggle, as there was, in-
deed, to the Cold War, though no one foresaw
when and how it would come. Today the key
question is perhaps more challenging, be-
cause it is more open-ended. It is ‘‘Will we
stay engaged?’’

The term ‘‘engagement,’’ to be sure, has
not yet captured as broad a range of support
among political leaders and the public as
those who coined it, early in the Clinton Ad-
ministration, evidently hope it would. But
neither did the notion of ‘‘containment’’ cap-
ture broad public support until several years
after it was articulated during the Truman
Administration. Indeed, some political lead-
ers who later championed containment as
the linchpin of our security initially criti-
cized the notion as too passive and even
timid.

‘‘Engagement,’’ while not yet widely em-
braced as a characterization of our basic
global posture, seems to me to express quite
well what we need to be about today—that
we need to be engaged in the world, and that
we need to be engaged with other nations in
building and maintaining a stable inter-
national security system.

Engagement will not be easy to sustain.
Indeed, as has become clear in recent years,
it will be as challenging to the United States
to remain fully engaged today as it was to
stay the course during the Cold War.

We now know much more about the shape
of today’s era than we did eight or four or
even two years ago.

We know that we have not reached the end
of history.

We know that we face challenges to our se-
curity that in some ways are more daunting
than those we faced during the Cold War.

We know that it will often be difficult to
reach domestic agreement on foreign affairs
because legitimate, deeply held values will
often be hard to reconcile.

We know that we will have to risk grave
dangers and pay a price to carry out our re-
sponsibilities, and because of the costs, it
will sometimes be tempting to think that we
would be more secure if we were more insu-
lated from turmoil abroad.

We know that we will have to struggle
mightily not to allow domestic travails to
divert us from the tasks that we must con-
sistently pursue.

But we also know that our political sys-
tem, which encourages open debate, and
which constantly challenges leaders to rise
to the demands of the times, gives us the op-
portunity, if we are thoughtful and serious
about our responsibilities, to see where our
interests lie and to pursue our values effec-
tively.
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Today I want to say a few things about en-

gagement in the world—why it may some-
times be difficult to sustain; why it is none-
theless necessary; and, finally, how it has
succeeded in bolstering our security.

WHY ENGAGEMENT IS DIFFICULT

Engagement is difficult, first of all, be-
cause it entails costs and carries risks.
Provocations by Saddam Hussein and terror-
ist attacks in Africa will not be the end of
our struggle. In an age of chemical, biologi-
cal, and nuclear weapons of mass destruc-
tion, the United States faces particularly
grave dangers in its conflict with these
forces. To quail in the face of these risks
would, I think, be far more damaging to our
security than to confront them—but we
should not underestimate the dangers we
face.

Engagement is also difficult because it re-
quires us to make policy choices in which
values we hold dear are troubling to rec-
oncile. The debates in Congress over policy
toward China illustrate this point forcefully.
All of us find China’s human rights abuses to
be abhorrent. For my part, I believe that
U.S. security interests are well served when
we stand up for human rights. Tyranny has
crumbled all over the globe in large part be-
cause of our active commitment to human
rights and because we hold out an example of
freedom that millions all over the world
hope to emulate.

On the other hand, a policy of isolating
China would be self-defeating. The United
States and China have interests in com-
mon—stability in Asia; preventing war in
Korea; and halting weapons proliferation, to
name just a few.

Constructive engagement with China,
therefore, requires that we reconcile our
deeply held convictions about what is right
with our national interests.

Engagement with long-standing allies may
also be turbulent at times. Many, if not
most, of our allies have not, for example,
wholeheartedly supported our efforts to en-
force sanctions on nations that we believe
guilty of sponsoring international terrorism
or that we see as threats to the peace.

A related difficulty of engagement is what
might be called the paradox of
burdensharing—getting the allies to do more
often requires that we do more as well. En-
gagement is difficult, therefore, because it
means that we will sometimes become em-
broiled in undertakings overseas that, on the
face of it, cost us more than our immediate
interests appear to justify. The obvious ex-
ample is Bosnia. The reason we must, none-
theless, be engaged, is that our overarching
interest in building effective security co-
operation with our allies requires that we ex-
ercise leadership.

Engagement is also difficult for domestic
political reasons. To be blunt, no one gets
elected by promising to devote a great deal
of time and attention to foreign affairs.
Those in positions of responsibility must
make compromises, choose between alter-
natives that are often bad and less bad, take
risks to get things done, and bear the criti-
cism when initiatives fail.

Finally, engagement is difficult because it
is financially expensive. In recent years, it
has been difficult to find the resources to
meet obvious needs in defense and foreign af-
fairs because of pressures to reduce the budg-
et deficit. Now that the deficit has been
brought under control, a part of the discus-
sion of budget priorities ought to be how to
restore a reasonable level of investment in
meeting our international security require-
ments.

WHY ENGAGEMENT IS NECESSARY

Despite these difficulties, I believe that
there is no alternative to continued, active

U.S. engagement in the world. We persevered
in the Cold War precisely because we felt it
our responsibility as a nation to defend
against tyranny. In the name of that moral
mission, we may sometimes have asked too
much of ourselves, and particularly of our
young sons and daughters in the military—
but it was nonetheless a goal worthy of our
people.

Now we have a very different moral respon-
sibility before us, which may be somewhat
more difficult to express, but which I think
is equally important. As I see it, our respon-
sibility now is to use our unchallenged posi-
tion of global leadership in a fashion that
will make the universal hope for peace, pros-
perity, and freedom as much as possible into
the norm of international behavior. If the
United States were not to try, at least, to
use our current position of strength to help
construct an era of relative peace and stabil-
ity, it would be a moral failure of historic
magnitude. More than that, to fail to exer-
cise our strength in a fashion that builds
global cooperation would also, in the long
run, leave us weaker and more vulnerable to
dangers from abroad.

We need to be engaged because only the
United States can provide the leadership
necessary to respond to global and regional
challenges to stability and only the United
States can foster the growth of regional se-
curity structures that will prevent future
challenges from arising.

We need to be engaged because our contin-
ued presence gives other nations confidence
in our power and in our reliability and
makes us the ally of choice if and when con-
flicts arise.

We need to be engaged because only by ac-
tively shaping effective regional security
systems can we create an environment in
which nations that might otherwise chal-
lenge stability will instead perceive a com-
munity of interests with the United States
and with our regional allies.

We need to be engaged because only by rec-
ognizing and responding to the security con-
cerns of other nations can we export them to
support our security interests and concerns.

We need to be engaged because cooperation
from other nations is essential to deter and
defeat enemies who want to undermine glob-
al order.

Not everyone agrees on the necessity for
engagement. Some traditional champions of
a strong national defense still complain that
the demands of engagement appear to divert
attention away from our real national secu-
rity interests. Engagement, they argue, em-
broils us in regional conflicts that seem re-
mote. It appears to put too much emphasis
on peacekeeping or humanitarian missions
that are costly and that are not obviously di-
rectly related to the overriding responsibil-
ity of U.S. military forces—to prepare for
major conflicts.

For others, who believe the world ought to
be more peaceful and less militarized since
the end of the Cold War, engagement has
seemed to require too much U.S. military in-
volvement in distant parts of the globe. It
appears to justify military and other ties
with regimes that are distasteful or worse. It
seems to emphasize security matters at the
expense of other interests—such as human
rights, fair trade practices, or environmental
protection. It appears to some, even, to be a
questionable rationale for continued high
military spending in a world with no direct,
obvious threats.

In my opinion, those who see themselves as
proponents of a strong national defense and
as advocates of assertive American power
should reconsider their position in view of
the compelling evidence that engagement is
essential to our military security. Similarly,
those who believe that conflicts can be pre-

vented by promoting multilateral coopera-
tion should understand that military engage-
ment abroad is essential to build and enforce
a more peaceful, cooperative world order in
which our other interests and values can
flourish.

Two points must be made—first, it is a fact
that smaller-scale operations demand more
resources than military planners had as-
sumed. The answer is not to forswear such
operations, which I don’t believe we can do,
but rather to acknowledge the resource de-
mands and meet those requirements. Second,
it is important to be selective in making
commitments and in using the military—
above all, we need to ensure a balance be-
tween the interests we have at stake and the
commitments we are making.

Effective international engagement re-
quires much more active and extensive U.S.
military involvement abroad than many ex-
pected. In the wake of the Cold War, we de-
cided to maintain a permanent military
presence of about 100,000 troops both in Eu-
rope and in Asia. These deployments, in ret-
rospect, hardly appear excessive. On the con-
trary, our forces in Europe, if anything, have
been badly overworked. They have been in-
volved in countless joint exercises with old
and new allies and with former enemies that
have been critically important in building a
new, cooperative security order in Europe.

Engagement has also entailed a constant,
rotational presence in the Persian Gulf—a
commitment which, we now should recog-
nize, is on a par with the commitments we
have maintained in Europe and the Far East.
It has involved military intervention in
Haiti, an ongoing peacekeeping operation in
Bosnia, and literally dozens of smaller-scale
military operations. One thing should be
clear—as long as we are actively engaged
abroad, the pace of military operations is
likely to be much more demanding than any
of us had imagined a few years ago.

As you know better than anyone, engage-
ment on this level would not be possible
without our Reserve Component Forces. As
part of our ‘‘Total Force’’ concept, the Guard
and Reserve are indispensable to U.S. mili-
tary operations. Just look at the role our Re-
serve Component Forces have played in Bos-
nia. Since December 1995, over 16,000 Guard
and Reserve personnel have supported Oper-
ation Joint Endeavor, Operation Joint
Guard, and now Operation Joint Forge from
bases in Bosnia, Croatia, the U.S., Hungary,
Germany, Italy, and elsewhere in Europe.
Reservists have performed combat and com-
bat support missions including artillery fire
support, civil affairs, logistics, public affairs,
medical support, and other critical func-
tions.

Since the end of the Cold War, significant
reductions in the size of U.S. Active Forces
has resulted in an increased reliance on Re-
serve Component Forces. Today, 54 percent
of the U.S. Army is in the Reserve Compo-
nent. Our Guard and Reserve are essential to
the success of nearly every military oper-
ation during peace and war. Changing a
stereotype is sometimes difficult, but let me
try: You are no longer the ‘‘Weekend War-
riors’’, you are the ‘‘Seven-Day-a-Week, 365-
Day-a-Year Warriors’’. I, for one, appreciate
what you do for our nation. You, and those
who serve under you, have my respect and
admiration.

ENGAGEMENT HAS SUCCEEDED

The final point I want to make—and per-
haps the most important thing we need to
keep in mind—is that the U.S. policy of en-
gagement has been a success. Yes, we have
suffered some failures. No, we have not ac-
complished everything we might have hoped.
Yes, we have made some mistakes. But fail-
ures, shortcomings, and mistakes are inevi-
table in international affairs—there has
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never been a government in history that has
not run into such difficulties.

Engagement is as centrally important to
our security—and to the prospects for peace
in the world—as containment was during the
Cold War. Perhaps above all, the key issue is
whether we will persist despite the fact that
the struggle to maintain relative inter-
national peace will never be concluded. This
is not a struggle we can see through to the
end—it is, nonetheless, an effort that we as a
nation must continue to make.

f

BAKER SCHOOL OF GOVERNMENT

HON. JOHN J. DUNCAN, JR.
OF TENNESSEE

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, today, I have
introduced legislation that would create four
new schools of government across the Coun-
try. These schools would be dedicated to the
study of public policy and government. This
bill has a number of original cosponsors from
both sides of the aisle.

In the last Congress, this legislation passed
the Senate by unanimous consent. Unfortu-
nately, the House Calendar did not allow for
the legislation to be brought to the floor. Each
of these schools will be named after great
Americans, members of both sides of the
aisle, who have served the public in the
United States Senate.

While I admire and respect all of these gen-
tlemen, I would like to primarily speak about
one of them—Senator Howard Baker.

Specifically, this legislation would create the
Howard Baker School of Government at the
University of Tennessee in Knoxville.

I believe this legislation is a fitting tribute to
Senator Baker’s extraordinary career and pub-
lic service.

Senator Baker was a Member of the U.S.
Senate for 18 years where he served as Mi-
nority Leader as well as the Majority Leader.
He also served as President Reagan’s Chief
of Staff.

The White House Chief of Staff has to be
the person who tells others ‘‘no’’ for the Presi-
dent. As a result, many people have left this
job with unpopular reputations.

However, Senator Baker left this job more
popular than when he began it. I believe this
is a real testament to the type of person he is.

In fact, Senator Baker has often been called
the Greatest Living Tennessean. I concur with
these remarks. I would also add that he is one
of the greatest statesmen in the history of the
State of Tennessee.

In addition, he has been recognized a great
deal here in Washington. In fact, the Senate
Majority Leader’s office in the U.S. Capitol
Building is named the Howard H. Baker, Jr.
Room. This is a very fitting tribute to one of
our Nation’s greatest public servants.

Mr. Speaker, I am honored to have intro-
duced legislation to name a federal court-
house in Knoxville, Tennessee, after Senator
Baker. This will serve as a reminder to Ten-
nesseans of the great work of Howard H.
Baker, Jr.

Senator Baker has a wonderful, loving
wife—Senator Nancy Kassebaum. I think they
make a great team, and they both continue to
work to ensure that this Country is a better
place for our children to live.

In spite of all the success Senator Baker
achieved in the White House, the Senate, and
now his private law practice, he has not lost
his humility.

He now lives in Tennessee where he can
be close to the people he represented for so
many years. He continues to work to help oth-
ers. Despite his national recognition he speaks
at very, very small events if it is a worthwhile
cause.

As I stated earlier, I have great admiration
for all of the gentlemen honored in this bill.
However, I think this is an especially fitting
tribute to the Greatest Living Tennessean—
Senator Howard Baker.

I urge my Colleagues to support this legisla-
tion which will honor four great Americans and
at the same time provide additional learning
opportunities for our young people.
f

HONORING THE CORAM NOBIS
LEGAL TEAM

HON. ROBERT T. MATSUI
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
recognition of the National Japanese American
Historical Society’s Day of Remembrance din-
ner honoring the Coram Nobis Legal Team.

In the 1940s, three Americans of Japanese
ancestry challenged the United States Govern-
ment’s order of a racially selective curfew and
incarceration of Japanese Americans in intern-
ment camps. At that time, these three men
were all convicted and their sentences upheld
by the U.S. Supreme Court.

Decades later, the Coram Nobis Legal
Team challenged these convictions citing pre-
viously suppressed evidence. This team of
young lawyers, led by Dale Minami, Peggy
Nagae, and Rod Kawakami, worked hard on
behalf of Fred Korematsu, Minoru Yasui, and
Gordon Hirabayashi.

All three convictions were vacated some 40
years after World War II thanks to the intellect
and legal acumen of this fine judicial team.
Their work has become an important part of
the history of Japanese Americans in this
country.

I salute the courage and commitment of the
young attorneys that helped to close such a
dark chapter in our Nation’s history. At the
same time, their tireless efforts opened the
door to Redress and Reparations for all those
Americans of Japanese ancestry falsely in-
terned in the 1940s.

Together, these lawyers and their clients be-
came eternal symbols of justice and freedom
in the United States of America. They ulti-
mately fulfilled our common destiny as a na-
tion of equal justice under law.

They will be honored by the National Japa-
nese American Historical Society based in
San Francisco, California, as part of its Day of
Remembrance activities. Founded in 1981,
this organization is dedicated to the preserva-
tion, promotion, and dissemination of edu-
cational materials relating to the history and
culture of Japanese Americans. I strongly sup-
port its important mission.

Mr. Speaker, I ask all of my colleagues to
join with me in not only recognizing the Na-
tional Japanese American Historical Society
and the Day of Remembrance, but also in

commending the attorneys who helped to suc-
cessfully exonerate the wartime internees. To-
gether, they upheld the very highest standards
of justice in the American legal system.
f

HONORING THE NAVAL SURFACE
WARFARE CENTER—INDIAN
HEAD DIVISION

HON. STENY H. HOYER
OF MARYLAND

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honor the Naval Surface Warfare Center, In-
dian Head Division, for their large contribution
to the Combined Federal Campaign. In par-
ticular, I want to thank Captain John Walsh,
Commander Michael Donch and Chris Adams
for their leadership, enthusiasm, dedication
and ingenuity. the Naval Surface Warfare
Center, Indian Head Division, raised over
$116,000, a 31-percent increase over last
year. They were also able to motivate 1,120
people to participate in the campaign.

Your contribution to enriching the Navy’s
culture of giving by planning and implementing
a highly successful plan of action is most ap-
preciated. Individuals will have better health,
quality of life, education or a safety net be-
cause you took the time to care. Thousands
will benefit due to your hard work. Your efforts
are a positive reflection on yourself, the Navy
and the Department of Defense. You dem-
onstrate the military not only serves and pro-
tects but also is a positive force in the commu-
nity, the Nation and the world. Congratulations
on your fine success.
f

IN HONOR OF THE FIFTIETH ANNI-
VERSARY OF THE MARTYRDOM
OF MAHATMA GANDHI

HON. ROBERT MENENDEZ
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
in honor of the Fiftieth Anniversary of the mar-
tyrdom of Mahatma Gandhi, one of the most
influential political, religious and cultural lead-
ers of the Twentieth Century.

In my district a service will be held at the
Mahatma Gandhi Elementary School in Jersey
City, which may be the first school in the
United States renamed in his honor. I thank
Mr. Hardyal Singh, President of the Inter-
national Mahatma Gandhi Association, for put-
ting together this important event.

Politically, Mr. Gandhi was of tremendous
importance in India’s struggle for independ-
ence from Great Britain. After practicing law
and becoming an advocate for Indian rights in
South Africa, Gandhi returned to India to be-
come a leader in the nationalist movement.
Once there he perfected the use of passive
resistance to gain political power. He suffered
through many periods of imprisonment and
through many fasts with the sole purpose of
gaining independence for his people. Due in
no small part to his efforts, India finally gained
independence from British rule in 1947.

Beyond his tremendous contributions to In-
dian politics, Gandhi was also a dominant reli-
gious and cultural figure. He asserted the unity
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of all people under one God and preached
Christian and Muslim ethics along with Hindu.
Gandhi also led the fight to rid the country of
the caste system and defend the rights of the
untouchables. Once independence was
gained, Gandhi focused his energies on
spreading his message of religious tolerance.
His hunger strikes and prayer vigils were no
longer in protest of colonial rule, but in protest
of violence between Hindus and Muslims. He
was on one such vigil in New Delhi when he
was fatally shot by an extremist who objected
to Gandhi’s message of tolerance.

In conclusion, I would like to say that we all
owe a great debt to Mahatma Gandhi and his
teachings, and I hope that by taking this day
to remember his contributions and his strug-
gles we can again benefit from his wisdom.
f

HONORING BISHOP THEODORE
BROOKS FOR OUTSTANDING
COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP

HON. ROSA L. DeLAURO
OF CONNECTICUT

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999
Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, on Sunday,

February 21, Bishop Theodore Brooks cele-
brated the Confirmation of his Doctrine of Min-
istry. As pastor of Beulah Heights First Pente-
costal Church, Bishop Brooks has proven an
outstanding member of the New Haven Com-
munity, as he and his congregation have
unfailingly worked to resolve social problems
faced by residents of the Greater New Haven
area. His commitment to social justice and his
leadership in these communities has never
wavered.

Bishop Brooks’ work on behalf of numerous
New Haven community organizations has
earned him our respect and admiration. His ef-
forts have contributed tremendously to the city
and its residents. As Chief Executive Officer of
the Beulah Land Development Corporation
since 1990, Bishop Brooks successfully pur-
sued the renovation and rehabilitation of the
Orchard Street Town Homes, a project that
will enhance our community with new, afford-
able family housing. This project would not
have become a reality without the hard work
and leadership of Bishop Brooks.

As a member of several Boards and Com-
mittees in various community-based organiza-
tions, Bishop Brooks has worked tirelessly to
strengthen families and help residents in the
community develop a more positive self-
image. His work reflects his dedication to help-
ing society’s least privileged develop the cog-
nitive skills they need to remain productive
members of the community.

Among his many accolades, Bishop Brooks
was recognized by the White House for his
leadership in building community empower-
ment zones.

Bishop Brooks’ work embodies the spirit and
vitality of the New Haven Community he so
tirelessly represents. I look forward to working
with him in the future as we have in the past,
to further advance social justice and promote
sound economic growth.

It gives me great pleasure to join his many
friends and family in thanking him for his lead-
ership over the years. I congratulate Bishop
Theodore L. Brooks on yet another great
achievement—the Confirmation of his Doctrine
of Ministry.

THE FEDERAL PROTECTIVE
SERVICE REFORM ACT

HON. JAMES A. TRAFICANT, JR.
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, today I am
introducing the ‘‘Federal Protective Service
Reform Act of 1999.’’ This legislation makes
much needed reforms to the Federal Protec-
tive Service (FPS). These reforms will allow
FPS to better meet the growing threat posed
by terrorism to federal buildings and the peo-
ple who work in and visit federal buildings.
The legislation is similar to legislation I intro-
duced in the last Congress.

On April 19, 1995, a truck bomb destroyed
the Alfred P. Murrah federal building in Okla-
homa City, Oklahoma. That tragic and des-
picable act killed 168 people and wounded
hundreds of others. The Oklahoma City bomb-
ing served as a sober reminder that the United
States is not immune to acts of terror. The
bombing also revealed that we were woefully
unprepared for such an act.

I was deeply disturbed to learn that there
was only one contract security guard on duty
in Oklahoma City on April 19, 1995. That con-
tract guard was responsible for providing se-
curity at the Murrah building and two other
federal buildings in Oklahoma City. There is
evidence that those responsible for bombing
the Murrah building cased the building in the
days and weeks leading up to the bombing.
The fact that the Murrah building in the days
and weeks leading up to the bombing. The
fact that the Murrah building was, for the most
part, unprotected, could have played a role in
the decision of the terrorists to bomb that
building.

In the wake of the Oklahoma City bombing,
the Public Building Service (PBS) of the Gen-
eral Services Administration (GSA) has made
great strides in improving the physical security
of the 8,300 federal buildings under its control.
But, at hearings held last year by the Trans-
portation and Infrastructure Subcommittee on
Public Buildings and Economic Development
revealed, the security upgrade program initi-
ated in the wake of the Oklahoma City bomb-
ing has been hindered by mismanagement
and a reduction in staffing. In addition, struc-
tural and personal problems within the Federal
Protective Service are also hindering GSA’s
ability to upgrade and improve security.

At the present time the FPS is a unit within
PBS. The head of FPS reports to the PBS
commissioner. The PBS commissioner does
not have a law enforcement background and
his main responsibility is real estate manage-
ment—not law enforcement. While we do have
a very able and talented PBS commissioner, I
do not believe that security is best served by
having FPS as a sub-entity within PBS.

While I recognize that the use of contract
guards is necessary, I am concerned that the
use of contract guards may not be appropriate
at certain federal buildings. I am also con-
cerned over the fact that contract guards do
not undergo the same type of background
checks as FPS officers. All FPS officers un-
dergo a full and detailed background inves-
tigation, including a review by the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation. Contract guards, on the
other hand, only undergo a cursory back-
ground check. At the present time there are

only 668 uniformed FPS officers, as opposed
to more than 5,000 contract guards. The best
deterrent to a terrorist bombing or attack on a
federal building is a highly trained, profes-
sional and fully staffed FPS.

I have great admiration for the men and
women who serve so ably on the FPS. That’s
why I am deeply troubled that FPS officers are
paid significantly less than other federal law
enforcement officers that perform the same
function. This is not fair. Equally as disturbing,
the low level of compensation combined with
poor communication between management
and the rank and file is causing a morale and
turnover problem that could further com-
promise security. Morale plays a key role in
the effectiveness of any law enforcement
agency. The Federal Protective Service Re-
form Act will make the changes needed to
boost morale, improve management and make
FPS better also to respond to terrorist threats
to federal buildings.

Quite simply, Mr. Speaker, the goal of my
legislation is to remake the FPS into an elite
federal law enforcement agency with a well
trained, professionally led, highly motivated
and appropriately compensated cadre of offi-
cers. Another goal is to ensure that decisions
to how best to ensure the security of federal
buildings are based on sound law enforcement
and intelligence analysis—not on budgetary
considerations. The main features of the Fed-
eral Protective Service Reform Act will:

Establish, by statute, the Federal Protective
Service as a freestanding service within GSA,
with the responsibility of serving as the prin-
cipal law enforcement and security agency in
the United States with respect to the protec-
tion of federal officers and employees in build-
ings and areas under GSA’s control (under the
Public Buildings Act, the GSA Administrator
has the authority to appoint special police offi-
cers and investigators, but the Act does not
require GSA to establish a FPS).

Make FPS a service within GSA, separate
from PBS. Under the bill, the FPS would have
its own commissioner who will report directly
to the GSA Administrator (currently the head
of FPS has the title of Assistant Commissioner
within PBS).

Clarify the responsibilities and authority of
FPS officers, including giving them the ability
to carry firearms to and from work, providing
officers with a ‘‘buffer zone’’ of responsibility
extending to property adjacent to a federal
building, and clearly delineating the cir-
cumstances under which FPS officers can
make arrests.

Establish a pay scale and benefit package
for FPS officers similar to that of the Uni-
formed Division of the Secret Service.

Require GSA to hire at least 730 full-time
FPS officers within one year of enactment of
the bill into law, and bar GSA from reducing
the number of full-time FPS officers unless
specifically authorized by Congress (the PBS
commissioner stated last year in Congres-
sional testimony that GSA’s long-term goal is
to have 724 full-time FPS officers).

Require contract guards to undergo the
same background checks as FPS officers, and
require GSA to prescribe adequate training
standards for contract guards.

Direct a General Accounting Office study of
the feasibility of merging all federal building
security services under FPS.

Require that the FPS Commissioner be a
career civil servant with extensive law enforce-
ment experience.
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Direct FPS to work closely with other federal

agencies in gathering and analyzing intel-
ligence.

Direct the FPS commissioner to provide as-
sistance, upon request, to other federal, state
and local law enforcement agencies.

Mr. Speaker, the Federal Protective Service
Reform Act of 1999 is an urgently needed
piece of legislation that will allow this country
to better protect itself from a terrorist attack.
This legislation should be an integral part of
our counter-terrorism strategy. I urge all Mem-
bers to support this bill.
f

TRIBUTE TO BROTHER GEORGE
SYNAN

HON. DAVID E. BONIOR
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
pay tribute to someone I have known for over
40 years—a man who has been an inspiration
to the many people he has taught and nur-
tured through the years. Brother George
Synan, who is celebrating his 70th anniversary
as a Christian Brother, has left an indelible
mark on the metropolitan Detroit community
and, in particular, DeLaSalle Collegiate High
School in Warren, Michigan, where he has
served as a teacher, coach, administrator, and
mentor. Although Brother George semi-retired
in 1974, he still taught occasionally at
DeLaSalle into the early 1990’s. Today, he re-
sides at the Christian Brothers retirement
home in Lincroft, New Jersey.

I first met Brother George when I was elev-
en years old. I used to play basketball at the
old DeLaSalle Collegiate which was across
the street from the Detroit City Airport. A few
years later, as a member of the Notre Dame
High School Basketball Team, I used to visit
Brother George when my school played
DeLaSalle Collegiate. In the last few years, I
have had the good fortune to see Brother
George occasionally when he returns to Michi-
gan.

Born in New York City in 1911 of Irish par-
ents, Brother George, who celebrates his 88th
birthday on April 5th, took his first vows as a
religious brother in 1929. A member of the
Class of 1932 from the Catholic University in
Washington, D.C., he was sent to DeLaSalle
in Detroit in 1936. Immediately, Brother
George was an innovator. He started an intra-
mural program that involved more than half of
the student body. Sunday open gym at
DeLaSalle attracted so many students that
commando basketball was invented, some-
thing like today’s team handball, with fifty play-
ers on a team. He even began a midget bas-
ketball program for boys weighing less than
105 pounds. He was assistant athletic director
and coached baseball, football and basketball
in his first assignment at DeLaSalle which
lasted for eight years.

In 1944, with first hand knowledge of the
operations of the Detroit Catholic League,
Brother George returned to New York City and
eventually became president of the New York
Catholic Schools Athletic Association. In time,
the New York league began to play its base-
ball playoffs at Ebbets Field and the Polo
Grounds and also started football playoffs. I
can’t say for sure who started the New York

Catholic League, but what they are today is
because of a Christian Brother from Detroit.
His nine years in New York were at Bishop
Loughlin High School where Brother George
began a track meet known as the Bishop
Loughlin Games, which to this day is the larg-
est indoor track meet in the United States.

In 1957, Brother George returned to
DeLaSalle Collegiate. He was sub-director of
the DeLaSalle Christian Brother’s community,
taught five classes, was vice principal and ath-
letic director until 1964 and then continued to
teach full time for the next ten years. He was
a member of the Catholic League’s Executive
Board for several terms during the 50’s and
60’s. It was in 1961 that Brother George be-
came moderator of the Christian Brother’s
Auxiliary, a post he held with great pride for
over thirty years. When St. Joseph High
School, the first Christian Brothers High
School in Detroit, closed its doors in 1964, he
became moderator of their Alumni Association,
a post he continues to hold to this day. Later,
he also became moderator of the St. Joe’s
Dad’s Club. He firmly believes that keeping
the memory of St. Joe’s alive at DeLaSalle
Collegiate, the school the St. Joe Alumni
founded, is very important.

It was in the early 1970’s when the teacher,
coach, and former administrator at DeLaSalle
saw the football field named after him.
Throughout the Catholic League, it was known
no longer as DeLaSalle Field, not even need-
ing a last name, it was simply and quickly ac-
cepted across the Catholic League as the
Brother George Field. He touched more lives
than just those individuals who came to play
or watch a game at the field. His interests
went way beyond athletics, and it was first and
foremost young people, both boys and girls,
and their futures.

He is known for a remarkable memory of
DeLaSalle and St. Joe Alumni, their families
and their lives. His rapport with alumni and
friends is itself legendary in the Christian
Brother schools. Countless families benefited
from regular visits to those in the hospital or
in need of comfort. Brother George never
drove a car and had to rely a great deal on
public transportation when the weather or dis-
tance prohibited walking. So regular were his
walking rounds throughout the Metropolitan
Detroit area, that he was constantly picked up
by alumni or friends, or even strangers who
recognized his familiar stature and walk.

People who work in the field of athletics and
education get great satisfaction from teaching
and coaching young men and women who
make their mark in society. They get an even
greater thrill when a young person they taught
or coached enters their profession. Brother
George can be proud to say he taught teach-
ers, coached coaches, and was an adminis-
trator of many administrators. Brother George
has left each of them a strong legacy to fol-
low.

For 70 years, Brother George Synan has
touched the lives of thousands of our citizens.
On behalf of each and every one of them, I
rise to publicly thank Brother George for living
a life of untiring and unselfish dedication to the
Christian principle of serving others. Well done
good and faithful servant!

NEW JERSEY’S 11TH DISTRICT—
PRIME RECRUITING GROUND
FOR ACADEMIES

HON. RODNEY P. FRELINGHUYSEN
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker, every
year, more high school seniors from the 11th
Congressional District trade in varsity jackets
for Navy peacoats, Air Force flight suits, and
Army brass buckles than any other district in
the country. But this is nothing new—our area
has repeatedly sent an above-average propor-
tion of its sons and daughters to the Nation’s
military academies for decades.

This shouldn’t come as a surprise. The edu-
cational excellence of our area is well known
and has long been a magnet for families look-
ing for the best environment in which to raise
their children. Our graduates are skilled not
only in mathematics, science, and social stud-
ies, but also have solid backgrounds in sports,
debate teams, and other extracurricular activi-
ties. This diverse upbringing makes military
academy recruiters sit up and take note—in-
deed, many recruiters know our towns and
schools by name.

Since the 1830’s, Members of Congress
have enjoyed meeting, talking with, and nomi-
nating these superb young people to our mili-
tary academies. But how did this process
evolve?

In 1843, when West Point was the sole
academy, Congress ratified the nominating
process and became directly involved in the
makeup of our military’s leadership. This was
not an act of an imperial Congress bent on
controlling every aspect of the Government.
Rather, the procedure still used today was,
and is, one further check and balance in our
democracy. It was originally designed to weak-
en and divide political coloration in the officer
corps, provide geographical balance to our
armed services, and to make the officer corps
more resilient to unfettered nepotism that
handicapped European armies.

In 1854, Representative Gerrit Smith of New
York added a new component to the academy
nomination process—the academy review
board. This was the first time a Member of
Congress appointed prominent citizens from
his district to screen applicants and assist with
the serious duty of nominating candidates for
academy admission. Today, I am honored to
continue this wise tradition in my service to
the 11th Congressional District.

The Academy Review Board is composed of
nine local citizens who have shown exemplary
service to New Jersey, to their communities,
and to the continued excellence of education
in our area—many are veterans. Though from
diverse backgrounds and professions, they all
share a common dedication to seeing that the
best qualified and motivated graduates attend
our academies. And, as is true for most volun-
teer panels, their service goes largely unno-
ticed.

I would like to take a moment to recognize
these men and women and to thank them
publicly for participating in this important
panel. Being on this board requires hard work
and an objective mind. Members have the re-
sponsibility of interviewing upwards of 50 out-
standing high school seniors every year in the
academy review process.
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The nomination process follows a general

timetable. High school seniors mail personal
information directly to the Military Academy,
the Naval Academy, the Air Force Academy,
and the Merchant Marine Academy once they
become interested in attending. Information in-
cludes academic achievement, college entry
test scores, and other activities. At this time,
they also inform their Representative of their
desire to be nominated.

The academies then assess the applicants,
rank them based on the data supplied, and re-
turn the files to my office with their notations.
In mid-December, our Academy Review Board
interviews all of the applicants over the course
of 2 days. They assess a student’s a qualifica-
tions and analyze character, desire to serve,
and other talents that may be hidden on
paper.

Last year, the board interviewed over 30 ap-
plicants. Nominations included 12 to the Naval
Academy, 11 to the Military Academy, 5 to the
Air Force Academy, and 2 to the Merchant
Marine Academy—the Coast Guard Academy
does not use the congressional nomination
process. The Board then forwards their rec-
ommendations to the academies by January
31, where recruiters review files and notify ap-
plicants and my office of their final decisions
on admission.

It is both reassuring and rewarding to know
that many of our military officers hail from our
hometowns or close by. When we consider
the role of these officers in peace or war, we
can rest easier knowing that the best and
brightest are in command. Wherever they are
sent, be that Bosnia, Somalia, Haiti or Viet-
nam, many of these officers have academy
training.

And while a few people may question the
motivations and ambitions of some young peo-
ple, the academy review process shows that
the large majority of our graduates are just as
highly motivated as the generation before
them. They still seek guidance from loving
parents, dedicated teachers and schools, and
from trusted clergy and rabbis. Indeed, every
time I visit a school, speak at a college, or
meet a young academy nominee, I am con-
stantly reminded that we as a nation are
blessed with fine young men and women.

Their willingness and desire to serve their
country is perhaps the most persuasive evi-
dence of all.

ACADEMY NOMINEES FOR 1999—11TH
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT NEW JERSEY

AIR FORCE

Donald Cardell, Sparta, Sparta High
School; Eric Dekelbaum, Basking Ridge,
Ridge High School; Corrie Morris, Landing,
Roxbury High School; Matthew Steenman,
Mendham, St. Charles Prep; Sarah Willson,
Rockaway, Morris Catholic High School.

MERCHANT MARINES

Patricia Larkin, Long Valley, West Morris
Central High School; Matthew Slootmaker,
Lincoln Park, Mountain Lakes High School.

MILITARY ACADEMY

Joseph Barchetto, Rockaway, Morris
Knolls High School; Jonathan Cozens, Bask-
ing Ridge, Ridge High School; Brandon
Devlin, Livingston, Livingston High School;
Radford Fagan, Basking Ridge, Ridge High
School; Bryan Gallagher, Rockaway, Morris
Knolls High School; Janet Howson, Madison,
Madison High School; Michael Kay, North
Caldwell, Newark Academy; Charles Larsen,
Hopatcong, Hopatcong High School; Chris-
topher MacDonald, Sterling, Watchung Hills

High School; Peter Steciuk, Convent Sta-
tion, Oratory Prep; John Jiger, Basking
Ridge, Immaculata High School.

NAVAL ACADEMY

John Ascione, Whippany, Whippany Park
High School; Guy Budinsak, Jr., Bridge-
water, Bridgewater/Raritan High School;
Katherine Comer, Basking Ridge, Academy
of Saint Elizabeth; Monica Haba, North
Caldwell, West Essex High School; Damien
Harder, Sparta, Sparta High School; Thomas
Kennedy, Pompton Plains, Pequannock High
School; Edana Kleinhans, Long Valley, West
Morris Central High School; Thomas
Mancinelli, Pompton Plains, Pequannock
High School; Erin Marshall, Kinnelon,
Kinnelon High School; Christopher McFad-
den, Chatham, Chatham High School; James
Poggio, Long Valley, West Morris Central
High School; Brian Ritter, Florham Park,
Bayley-Ellard.

f

IN HONOR OF ZULIMA FARBER
AND JOAN VERPLANCK, WIN-
NERS OF THE BARBARA BOGGS
SIGMUND AWARDS

HON. ROBERT MENENDEZ
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to recognize and congratulate Zulima Farber
and Joan Verplanck for being awarded the
Women’s Political Caucus of New Jersey’s
Barbara Boggs Sigmund Award for their out-
standing contributions to New Jersey and their
trailblazing efforts on behalf of women.

For over 20 years Zulima Farber has faith-
fully defended and been an advocate for New
Jersey’s neediest citizens. From 1992 to 1994,
Ms. Farber was appointed Public Advocate
and Public Defender for the State of New Jer-
sey. As a member of Governor Florio’s cabi-
net, she faithfully advocated the interests of
the public in all policy matters. Specifically,
she led efforts to regulate utility rates and pro-
tect the developmentally disabled, consumers
of mental health services, and abused chil-
dren. She also oversaw a major overhaul of
the management of Public Defender Offices.

Being New Jersey’s Public Advocate was
Ms. Farber’s most public position, but many
are not aware of the other aspects of her re-
markable career. As a young woman, her fam-
ily fled Castro-controlled Cuba and settled in
New Jersey. In order to support her family and
fund her college education, Ms. Farber got a
job as a secretary in a law firm of my home-
town of Union City, New Jersey. After com-
pleting an undergraduate and masters degree
from Montclair State, Ms. Farber received her
JD degree from Rutgers Law School in New-
ark. At Rutgers Law she became a founding
member of and vice-president of the Associa-
tion of Latin American Law Students.

After law school Ms. Farber pursued a suc-
cessful career as a prosecutor in Bergen
County, was named Assistant Counsel to Gov-
ernor Byrne and then became the first female
partner of the renowned firm Lowenstein,
Sandler.

Zulima Farber is a member of the State
Court Advisory Committee on Ethics, the
Fairleigh Dickinson University Board of Trust-
ees, the Meadowlands Hospital Board of
Trustees and the State Advisory Committee to
the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights.

Joan Verplanck was elected the first ever
female president of the New Jersey Chamber
of Commerce in December, 1994. In this posi-
tion she has served as a powerful advocate
for our state’s business interests and through
her leadership, local and regional chambers of
commerce have coordinated their efforts to
form a grass-roots network in support of busi-
ness issues.

Ms. Verplanck was also instrumental in the
creation of the State Chamber Education
Foundation which is facilitating science and
technology training for New Jersey’s schools.
Prior to her election as president of the New
Jersey Chamber of Commerce, she accumu-
lated 18 years of experience managing local
chambers of commerce, including 8 years as
the president of the Morris County Chamber of
Commerce. Ms. Verplanck is also a member
of the board of directors of the U.S. Chamber
of Commerce.

In addition to her outstanding service
through the Chamber of Commerce, Joan
Verplanck also twice chaired the State’s con-
ference on women and she currently serves
on the Board of Advisors for Management
Education at Rutgers University, the New Jer-
sey Employment Security Council and the
Dredging Project Facilitation Task Force.

These women, Zulima Farber and Joan
Verplanck, exemplify the principles which Bar-
bara Boggs Sigmund stood for as a Mayor, a
freeholder and a public servant. For these tre-
mendous contributions to New Jersey and
their incredible example as public servants, I
cannot think of two people more deserving of
the Women’s Political Caucus of New Jersey’s
Barbara Boggs Sigmund Award. I salute them
and congratulate them on this accomplish-
ment.

f

IN HONOR OF MAYOR KARL KUBB

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, today I rise in
honor of Mayor Karl Kubb for his dedication
and commitment to the people of Fairview
Park, Ohio.

Karl Kubb has dedicated his life to helping
people. He served as Ward 4 Councilman for
four years and Council President for six years.
Mayor Kubb has also served on various politi-
cal and civil committees during his career. He
has served as Community Council President
and initiated and became the first president of
the Chamber of Commerce in Fairview Park.
Mayor Kubb was the President and Vice
President of the Democratic Club and an Ex-
ecutive Commander of the American Legion.

Mayor Karl Kubb is a proven public servant.
He has dedicated his life to improving the lives
of the citizens of Fairview Park. He is a man
of enormous talent and vision. His contribu-
tions to the citizens of Fairview Park have
been noteworthy.

My fellow colleagues, join me in saluting a
man who has dedicated his life to improving
the lives of the people of Fairview Park.
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HONORING MR. DON S. MCCLURE

FOR HIS PROMOTION OF BLACK
HISTORY MONTH WITH THE 28
DAYS OF FEBRUARY PROGRAM

HON. BOB CLEMENT
OF TENNESSEE

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
honor of Mr. Don S. McClure of Memphis,
Tennessee, for his continual promotion of
Black History Month with the 28 Days of Feb-
ruary Program, Calendar and Black History
Awards Ceremony.

Mr. McClure’s consulting and marketing
company has successfully developed and im-
plemented the 28 Days of February Program
in honor of Black History Month. The program
and calendar are now used across the nation
to educate young people about the vital role of
African Americans throughout history. The pro-
gram has also been used by Professors at the
International University in Tokyo, Japan, and
other sites around the world.

Mr. McClure’s vision included launching the
28 Days of February Program from Memphis,
Tennessee, and eventually reaching the entire
world with his message of courage and
strength from the African American commu-
nity. He works each year to change the way
individuals view African Americans in our soci-
ety, and provides valuable information which
broadens our knowledge of history.

Don McClure concludes Black History
Month each year with a special awards ban-
quet to honor outstanding individuals in Mem-
phis. The Black History Awards Banquet cul-
minates the annual Black History Month cele-
bration. For these contributions, today I honor
Mr. McClure and wish him continued success
in all of his endeavors.
f

CONGRATULATING THE STATE OF
QATAR ON THE OCCASION OF
THEIR HISTORIC ELECTIONS

HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to
sponsor a concurrent resolution congratulating
the State of Qatar and its citizens for their
commitment to democratic ideals and wom-
en’s suffrage on the occasion of Qatar’s his-
toric elections of a Central Municipal Council
scheduled for March 8, 1999. Particularly, I
thank the co-chairs of the Congressional
Women’s Caucus, Rep. CAROLYN MALONEY
and Rep. SUE KELLY, for their support and co-
sponsorship of this resolution.

His Highness, Sheikh Hamad Bin Khalifa al-
Thani, the Emir of Qatar, issued a decree a
number of years ago creating the Central Mu-
nicipal Council. In the past year additional de-
cisions about the elections were made, and
Qatari women were granted the right to vote
in this historic first municipal election and to
run for office.

Our colleagues agree that the United States
highly values democracy and women’s rights.
Accordingly, the resolution applauds the Emir
of Qatar, for his leadership, and commends
the citizens of Qatar for participating in this im-

portant civic function. Clearly, this election will
demonstrate the strength and diversity of the
State of Qatar’s commitment to democratic ex-
pression.

The resolution also reaffirms that the United
States is strongly committed to encouraging
the suffrage of women, democratic ideals, and
peaceful development throughout the Middle
East. I request that the text of the resolution
be printed at this point in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD for our colleagues’ review, and I urge
their support for this initiative.

H. CON. RES. 35
Whereas His Highness, Sheikh Hamad bin

Khalifa al-Thani, the Emir of Qatar, issued a
decree creating a central municipal council,
the first of its kind in Qatar;

Whereas on March 8, 1999, the people of the
State of Qatar will hold direct elections for
a central municipal council;

Whereas the central municipal council has
been structured to have members from 29
election districts serving 4-year terms;

Whereas Qatari women were granted the
right to participate in this historic first mu-
nicipal election, both as candidates and vot-
ers;

Whereas this election demonstrates the
strength and diversity of the State of Qatar’s
commitment to democratic expression;

Whereas the United states highly values
democracy and women’s rights;

Whereas March 8 is recognized as Inter-
national Women’s Day, and is an occasion to
assess the progress of the advancement of
women and girls throughout the world; and

Whereas this historic event of democratic
elections and women’s suffrage in the State
of Qatar should be honored: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That the Congress—

(1) commends His Highness, Sheikh Hamad
bin Khalifa al-Thani, the Emir of Qatar, for
his leadership and commitment to suffrage
and the principles of democracy;

(2) congratulates the citizens of the State
of Qatar as they celebrate the historic elec-
tion for a central municipal council on
March 8, 1999; and

(3) reaffirms that the United States is
strongly committed to encouraging the suf-
frage of women, democratic ideals, and
peaceful development throughout the middle
East.

f

PERMANENT PROTECTION FOR
AMERICA’S RESOURCES 2000

HON. GEORGE MILLER
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, together with 33 House co-sponsors
and our colleagues Senator BARBARA BOXER
and Senator ROBERT TORRICELLI in the other
body, I am introducing today the Permanent
Protection for America’s Resources 2000 Act,
historic and sweeping legislation to restore our
national commitment to America’s resources.

Resources 2000 is designed to redeem the
solemn pledge made over 30 years ago to re-
invest the profits from offshore energy produc-
tion in our public resources. Billions of dollars
have been produced from those offshore
lands; and yet Congress and past Administra-
tions have failed to live up to the initial bargain
that pledged a sizable portion of those dollars
to resource protection for future generations.

Not surprisingly, those resources have deterio-
rated over the years.

The bill we introduce today—with the enthu-
siastic support of our nation’s leading environ-
mental, wildlife and historic preservation orga-
nizations—fulfills that promise of steady, cer-
tain and adequate funding.

Resources 2000 will provide permanent, an-
nual allocations for high priority resource pres-
ervation goals; acquisition and sound manage-
ment of public lands, parks and open space,
marine and coastal resources, historic preser-
vation, fish and wildlife, and urban recreation
facilities. Our bill provides states, local com-
munities, farmers and others with the re-
sources they need to plan and manage our ir-
replaceable assets.

Funding for our legislation is taken from part
of the over $4 billion currently provided annu-
ally to federal taxpayers in revenues from off-
shore oil and gas drilling. The legislation does
not increase revenues from oil and gas drilling
and does not impose any new taxes or royal-
ties. And unlike the other OCS revenue bills
under consideration, Resources 2000 creates
no incentives for additional leasing or develop-
ment of offshore oil and gas: not in current
areas, and certainly not in areas covered by
legislative moratorium.

Our bill also contains a far more equitable
distribution of revenues than other bills which
lavish more than half percent of the public’s
money on a half dozen states and short-
change the rest of America.

I am delighted that we are joined in intro-
ducing this bill not only by over 20 members
of Congress, but also by many of the most
broad-based, grassroots environmental, parks,
and wildlife organizations throughout this
country, including The Sierra Club, The Wil-
derness Society, Natural Resources Defense
Council, Defenders of Wildlife, National Con-
ference of State Historic Preservation Officers,
National Parks & Conservation Association,
Preservation Action, National Audubon Soci-
ety, Center for Marine Conservation, US
PIRG, National Recreation & Park Association,
Police Athletic/Activities League (P.A.L.), Na-
tional Alliance of Preservation Commissions,
and Scenic America.

The effort to provide these funds on a per-
manent basis in an idea whose time has
come. Five years ago, I called for permanent,
full funding for the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund to preserve our parks and public
lands for generations to come. If we can do it
with Social Security and with the Highway
Trust Fund, we should be able to do the same
with the fund the American people were prom-
ised to protect our national environmental
treasures.

I particularly commend the Clinton Adminis-
tration for recognizing the importance of this
initiative in its budget request for the fiscal
year 2000. We are committed to working with
the Administration and with the sponsors of
other congressional initiatives—Senators
MARY LANDRIEU (D-LA) and FRANK MURKOWSKI
(R-AK), and my own chairman Congressman
DON YOUNG (R-AK) and his co-sponsors—to
craft legislation that restores our resources’
legacy, preserves our national environmental
heritage, protects our coasts, and is enacted
on behalf of the American people during the
106th Congress.
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PERMANENT PROTECTION FOR AMERICA’S

RESOURCES 2000
(Authors: Congressman George Miller/

Senator Barbara Boxer)
Permanent Protection For America’s Re-

sources 2000 is a bold initiative to provide
long-promised funding from offshore oil re-
sources for the acquisition, improvement and
maintenance of public resources throughout
the United States: public lands, parks and
open space, marine and coastal resources,
historic preservation, fish and wildlife. Re-
sources 2000 will provide permanent, annual
funding for high priority resource preserva-
tion goals:

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND
(FEDERAL): $450 MILLION

One-half of the annual $900 million alloca-
tion of the LWCF would be dedicated to Fed-
eral land acquisition purposes. These funds
would be used to acquire lands or interests in
lands as authorized by Congress for our na-
tional parks, national forests, national wild-
life refuges, and public lands.

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND
(STATESIDE): $450 MILLION

One-half of the annual $900 million alloca-
tion of the LWCF would go for matching
grants to the States for the acquisition of
lands or interests, planning, and develop-
ment of outdoor recreation facilities. Two-
thirds of the funds shall be allocated by for-
mula of which 30% shall be distributed equal-
ly among the States, and 70% apportioned on
the basis of the population each State bears
to the total population of all States. One-
third would be awarded on the basis of com-
petitive grants. Modifies the requirements of
the State Plan in order to be more flexible in
meeting the purposes of the Act.

URBAN PARKS RECREATION AND RECOVERY
PROGRAM (UPARR): $100 MILLION

Matching grants to local governments to
rehabilitate recreation areas and facilities,
provide for the development of improved
recreation programs, and to acquire, develop,
or construct new recreation sites and facili-
ties.

HISTORIC PRESERVATION FUND: $150 MILLION

Funding for the programs of the Historic
Preservation Act, including grants to the
States, maintaining the National Register of
Historic Places, and administer numerous
historic preservation programs. Allows up to
one-third of the funds for priority preserva-
tion projects of public and private entities,
including preserving historic structures and
sites, as well as, significant documents, pho-
tographs, works of art, etc.

LANDS RESTORATION: $250 MILLION

Provides funds to undertake a coordinated
program on Federal and Indian lands to re-
store degraded lands, protect resources that
are threatened with degradation, and protect
public health and safety.

ENDANGERED AND THREATENED SPECIES
RECOVERY FUND: $100 MILLION

Creates a dedicated source of funding to
the Fish and Wildlife Service and the Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service for the pur-
pose of implementing a private landowners
incentive program for the recovery of endan-
gered and threatened species and the habitat
that they depend on. Monies would be used
by the Secretaries to enter into ‘‘endangered
and threatened species recovery agree-
ments’’ with private landowners, providing
grants to (1) carry out activities and protect
habitat (not otherwise required by law) that
would contribute to the recovery of a threat-
ened or endangered species or (2) to refrain
from carrying out otherwise lawful activities
that would inhibit the recovery of such spe-
cies. Priority will be given to small land-

owners who would otherwise not have the re-
sources to participate in such programs.

LIVING MARINE RESOURCES: $300 MILLION

Funding for the conservation, restoration
and management of ocean fish and wildlife of
the United States. Two-thirds of the total
would be available to coastal states (includ-
ing Great Lakes States, territories, and pos-
sessions of the U.S.) for the development, re-
vision, and implementation of comprehen-
sive ocean fish and wildlife conservation
plans. Funds would be allocated to the states
by a formula that gives two-thirds weight to
a state’s coastal population and one-third
weight to the length of a state’s shoreline.
Minimum and maximum grants sizes will be
utilized to ensure equitable funding among
the states. To be approved, a state ocean fish
and wildlife conservation plan must provide
for: an inventory of ocean fish and wildlife
and their habitat; identification and
prioritization of conservation actions; mon-
itoring of plan species and the effectiveness
of conservation actions; public input; and
periodic plan review and revision.

The remaining one-third of funds would be
awarded by the Secretary of Commerce as
competitive, peer-reviewed grants for living
marine resource conservation. High priority
would be given to proposals involving public/
private conservation partnerships, but any
person would be eligible to apply for a grant
under this provision. A maximum grant size
will be established to ensure that a small
number of large projects do not consume the
bulk of the funding in a given fiscal year.

NATIVE FISH/WILDLIFE CONSERVATION,
RESTORATION, MANAGEMENT: $350 MILLION

Permanent appropriation for the conserva-
tion of native fish, wildlife and plants. It
amends the Fish and Wildlife Conservation
Act of 1980 (FWCA, 16 U.S.C. 2901 et seq.) to
make funding available to the states for the
development and implementation of com-
prehensive native wildlife conservation
plans. To be approved, a state’s plan must
provide for: an inventory of wildlife and its
habitat on a state-wide basis; identification
and prioritization of conservation actions;
monitoring of plan species and the effective-
ness of conservation actions; public input;
and periodic plan review and revision. Funds
are to be allocated on a formula based one-
third on the area of a state relative to the
total area of all the states and two-thirds on
the relative population of a state.

States are eligible for reimbursement of 75
percent of the cost of developing and imple-
menting state wildlife conservation plans.
Federal funds are only available for plan de-
velopment costs for the first 10 years. As an
additional incentive, federal funds will pay
for up to 90 percent of: plan development
costs during the first three years; and con-
servation actions undertaken by two or more
states. In addition, in the absence of an ap-
proved plan, the Secretary may reimburse a
state for certain on-the-ground conservation
actions during the first five years of the pro-
gram.

FARM AND RANGE LAND, OPEN SPACE AND
FOREST CONSERVATION GRANTS: $150 MILLION

Matching, competitive grants to state,
local and tribal governments for purchase of
conservation easements to protect privately
owned farm and range land, open space and
forests from encroaching development. To
help communities grow in ways that main-
tain open space and viable agricultural sec-
tors of their economies. Grants could be used
to match state or local long term bond ini-
tiatives approved by voters to preserve green
spaces for conservation, recreation and other
environmental goals.

TRIBUTE TO COLONEL JAMES W.
KELLEY, JR.

HON. BARBARA CUBIN
OF WYOMING

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mrs. CUBIN. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
recognize the outstanding service and dedica-
tion to this country by one of Wyoming’s na-
tive sons. Colonel James W. Kelley, Jr., origi-
nally from Sheridan, Wyoming, is retiring from
the United States Air Force this month after 30
years of service.

Colonel Kelley has received numerous
awards during his successful career in the Air
Force. Although all of the awards are impres-
sive, I am most impressed by such things as
the Meritorious Service Medal for being di-
rectly involved in five serious Pararescue heli-
copter missions that were credited with sav-
ings six lives. Through his work in health and
rescue, it is impossible to know how many
people are alive today because of Colonel
Kelley’s bravery and dedication. An even
greater number were afforded vital assistance
and comfort in times of need.

I salute Colonel Kelley for his years of serv-
ice to this country. Although we have come to
expect people of high caliber and dedication in
our Armed Forces, Colonel Kelley will be
missed by the Air Force after his retirement.
As an American, I am proud of Colonel
Kelley’s service. Coming from Wyoming, I am
proud that one of our native sons has made
such a vital contribution to the defense of this
great country. I’m sure I speak for every citi-
zen of Wyoming in thanking Colonel Kelley for
his years of service, and in wishing him every
success in his endeavors when he retires from
the Air Force.
f

IN HONOR OF MAYOR NORM
MUSIAL

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, today I rise in
honor of Mayor Norm Musial for his many
years of service and countless contributions to
the citizens of North Olmsted, Ohio.

Norm Musial is a man of enormous talent
and vision. His leadership and commitment to
his fellow citizens have made a difference in
his community. A diplomat and statesman, his
contributions to the citizens of North Olmsted
have been noteworthy.

Norm Musial has been an active member of
the North Olmsted community since he and
his wife Pat moved there in 1963. Mr. Musial
is a past president of the North Olmsted Jay-
cees and also has served as president of the
North Olmsted Republican Club. In 1967,
Mayor Musial was selected as one of ‘‘Five
Outstanding Young Men of Ohio’’, and in 1969
he was selected as ‘‘North Olmsted Citizen of
the Year’’.

Norm Musial’s sense of vision for the future,
combined with his strategic planning back-
ground, sensitivity to residents’ needs, and ad-
ministrative experience has helped him pro-
vide uncompromised leadership to the people
of North Olmsted.
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My fellow colleagues, join me in saluting the

leadership and dedication of Mayor Musial.
f

THE AIRLINE PASSENGER
FAIRNESS ACT OF 1999

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
support and acknowledge every airline pas-
senger’s right to a certain minimum of service.
For this reason, I have joined my Senate col-
leagues Senator RON WYDEN and Senator
JOHN MCCAIN in introducing the Airline Pas-
senger Fairness Act of 1999, H.R. 752.

This bill requires airlines to give passengers,
their customers, decent and quality service.
Once upon a time, customers could count on
industry and businesses to provide quality
customer service as the price of doing busi-
ness. Yet, lately, this industry seems to be op-
erating under the philosophy that their cus-
tomers need them more than they need their
customers. The abuses have been plentiful
and varied, passengers have suffered from a
shortage of seating, late or canceled flights
without explanation, nonrefundable tickets,
and failure to disclose information that would
enable them to make informed decisions
about various airline rates.

The facts bare me out on this position. The
1998 Department of Transportation report stat-
ed that large United States air carriers charge
twice as much as their large hub airports,
where there is no low fare competition as they
charge at a hub airport where a low fare com-
petitor is present. Incredibly, the General Ac-
counting Office discovered that fares range
from 12 to 17 percent higher at hubs domi-
nated by one carrier or a consortium. Also, the
Department of Transportation’s Domestic Air-
line Fares Consumer Report for the Third
Quarter of 1997 listed seventy-five major city
pairs where fares increased by 30 percent or
more year-by-year, while total traffic in these
cities pairs decreased by 863,500 passengers,
or more than 20 percent.

This Congress should be about the work of
reaffirming citizens rights in all aspects of their
life. We have introduced the, ‘‘Patient’s Bill of
Rights’’ for those individuals who seek medical
assistance, and we must support ‘‘The Flight
Bill of Rights’’ for the 600 million people who
use this mode of transportation per year and
are increasingly dissatisfied and endangered
by substandard service and treatment.
f

THE INTRODUCTION OF THE CHIP-
PEWA CREE TRIBE OF THE
ROCKY BOY’S RESERVATION IN-
DIAN RESERVED WATER RIGHTS
SETTLEMENT ACT OF 1999

HON. RICK HILL
OF MONTANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. HILL of Montana. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to introduce a bill to settle the water
rights claims of the Chippewa Cree Tribe of
the Rocky Boy’s Reservation in the State of
Montana. This bill is the culmination of many

years of technical and legal work and many
years of negotiations involving the Chippewa
Cree Tribe, the State of Montana, and rep-
resentatives of the United States Departments
of the Interior and Justice. The bill will ratify a
settlement quantifying the water rights of the
Tribe and providing for their development in a
manner that avoids harm to their neighbors. It
provides Federal funds necessary for water
supply facilities and Tribal economic develop-
ment, and defines the Federal role in imple-
menting the settlement. This Settlement bill
has the full support of the Tribe, the State of
Montana, the Administration, and the water
users who farm and ranch on streams shared
with the Reservation. The bill will effectuate a
settlement that is a textbook example of how
State, Tribal, and Federal governments can
work together to resolve differences in a way
that meets the concerns of all. It is also a set-
tlement that reflects the effectiveness of Tribal
and non-Tribal water users in working together
in good will and good faith and with respect
for each other’s needs and concerns.

The Compact quantifies the Tribe’s on-res-
ervation water rights and establishes a water
administration system carefully designed to
have minimal adverse impacts on downstream
non-Tribal water users, and indeed, to benefit
downstream users wherever possible. This is
quite an accomplishment in an area of Mon-
tana with a scarce water supply. The Rocky
Boy’s Reservation is located in an arid area
with an average annual precipitation of 12
inches on the portion of the Reservation suit-
able for growing hay. Fortunately, an average
annual snowpack of 30 inches in the Bearpaw
Mountains within the Reservation contributes
to a significant spring runoff. Effective utiliza-
tion of that runoff through enlarged or new
storage facilities on the Reservation is a criti-
cal part of the settlement package which this
bill represents. Accordingly, $25 million in the
budget of the Bureau of Reclamation is ear-
marked for specified on-reservation water de-
velopment projects. To meet the future water
and economic needs of the Reservation, the
bill contains an allocation of 10,000 acre feet
of storage water to the Tribe in Tiber Res-
ervoir, a Federal storage facility.

In addition, the bill authorizes the initial
steps of a more extensive process of obtaining
a long-term drinking water supply for the Chip-
pewa Cree Tribe—a process that is vital to the
survival of the Tribe. Toward that end, the bill
authorizes the following: (1) seed money ($15
million) toward the cost of a future project to
import drinking water to the Reservation; and
(2) funds ($1 million) for the Secretary of the
Interior to conduct a feasibility study to identify
water resources available to meet the Tribe’s
future drinking water needs, to evaluate alter-
natives for the importation of drinking water to
the Rocky Boy’s Reservation, and to assess
on-reservation water needs. The bill also au-
thorizes funds for a regional feasibility study
($3 million) to evaluate water resources over a
broader area of North Central Montana that
contains two other Indian reservations with
unquantified and undeveloped water rights.

In closing, I believe it is not an overstate-
ment to say that the Chippewa Cree Tribe of
the Rocky Boy’s Reservation Indian Reserved
Water Rights Settlement Act is a historic
agreement. It is a tribute to the Governor of
Montana, Marc Racicot, represented by the
Reserved Water Rights Compact Commission;
the chairman of the Tribe, Bert Corcoran and

the Tribal negotiating team; David Hayes,
Counselor to Secretary Babbitt and the Fed-
eral negotiating team; and the water users on
Big Sandy and Beaver Creeks in the Milk
River Valley of Montana, that this Compact
represents a truly local solution that takes into
account the needs and sovereign rights of
each party. Although numerous Indian water
right settlements have been approved by Con-
gress, none have come before us in recent
years. In approving the Chippewa Cree Settle-
ment Act, this Congress has the opportunity to
send the message to western States that we
endorse negotiation as the preferred method
of Indian water right quantification, and that
we will defer to States and Tribes to fashion
their own approach to the allocation of water.
I intend to work closely with Members of Con-
gress to ensure passage of this vitally impor-
tant bill this year.
f

HONORING MR. JACK VAUGHN,
CHAIRMAN, OPRYLAND LODGING
GROUP, FOR HIS VISION AND
LEADERSHIP

HON. BOB CLEMENT
OF TENNESSEE

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999
Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in

honor of Mr. Jack Vaughn, Chairman,
Opryland Lodging Group of Nashville, Ten-
nessee, for his vision and leadership in creat-
ing the internationally renowned Opryland
Hotel and his outstanding community service.

Mr. Vaughn will officially retire from his du-
ties at the Opryland Hotel this month but plans
to continue working in a part-time capacity for
the next two years. After a lengthy career in
the hotel business which began at the Westin
Benson Hotel in Portland, Oregon, in 1959,
Jack Vaughn joined the Opryland Hotel Group
as General Manager in 1975, before construc-
tion on the original 600 room Opryland Hotel
had even begun. Now in his 24th year with the
company, Jack has risen to Chairman of the
Opryland Lodging Group.

Today, Jack Vaughn’s beloved Opryland
Hotel boasts 2,883 rooms and 600,000 square
feet of meeting and exhibit space, making it
the largest hotel and convention center under
one roof. His promotion of convention space
inside of hotels earned him a spot in the Con-
vention Liaison Council’s Hall of Leaders in
1988. The Opryland Hotel is one of the most
successful in the world, and generated reve-
nues in excess of 225 million in 1997.

Jack Vaughn’s peers have recognized him
many times. In 1990, Hotels Magazine named
him ‘‘Independent Hotelier of the World,’’ and
later that year he was named ‘‘Resort Execu-
tive of the Year.’’ These numerous awards
also include the Arthur Landstreet Award from
the Educational Institute, and the Lawson
Odde Award from the American Hotel and
Motel Association.

Mr. Vaughn’s achievements extend into the
community through his involvement in a num-
ber of civic organizations. In 1995, he was
awarded the American Heart Association’s
Heart of the Community Award. He is a past
president of the Middle Tennessee Council of
the Boy Scouts of America, a board member
for the Nashville Area Chamber of Commerce,
an executive committee member of the Nash-
ville Rotary Club, past chairman of the Metro-
politan Convention Center Commission, and
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previously served as president, chairman, and
director of the Tennessee Hotel and Motel As-
sociation. He has also served the Legal Aid
Society of Nashville, the Easter Seals Society
of Tennessee, the YMCA Black Achievers
Program, the Tennessee Police Athletic
League, the Nashville Chapter of the Amer-
ican Cancer Society, the United Way of Ten-
nessee, and other organizations.

On the national level, Mr. Vaughn is a mem-
ber of the Congressional Travel and Tourism
Caucus Advisory Council and a past member
of the White House Conference on Travel and
Tourism Issues Task Force, serving in 1995.

Jack Vaughn is a community leader and a
personal friend whose leadership and selfless
contributions have greatly benefited residents
of the Fifth Congressional District of Ten-
nessee. I wish him much success in the years
ahead and the very best in his retirement.
f

A TRIBUTE TO MINNESOTA SEN-
ATE’S RALPH GRAHAM; A DEDI-
CATED PUBLIC SERVANT

HON. JIM RAMSTAD
OF MINNESOTA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to a great Minnesotan who rep-
resented the very best in public service for
more than three decades as Assistant Ser-
geant-at-Arms for the Minnesota Senate.

Ralph Graham passed away January 28
and leaves a loyal legion of friends at the
Capitol in St. Paul, friends and former State
Senators like me, who benefited so greatly
from his wit, wisdom and key assistance.

Mr. Speaker, when I was first elected to the
Minnesota Senate, Ralph Graham was one of
the first people I met. His dedication to the
Minnesota Senate and the law-making proc-
ess was truly impressive. He quickly became
a trusted friend and I was often blessed to be
the recipient of his pragmatic, bipartisan in-
sights on the important issues facing our state
and the Legislature.

He was very proud of his job, and that’s
why he excelled at it. He kept watch over the
Senate like a father over a child, the pride evi-
dent in his face and every gesture. The com-
mitment he brought to his job each and every
day was inspiring.

Mr. Speaker, Ralph’s heart, energy and
dedication made coming to the Senate a spe-
cial pleasure. He guarded the Senate cham-
ber’s doors and decorum with a patient yet re-
lentless zeal, plainly revealing a love for his
job and deep respect for the integrity of the
Minnesota Senate.

Ralph’s sense of history and duty to his
state and country was most remarkable. His
father, Charles, also worked at the Capitol.
And for nearly 40 years, Ralph helped our na-
tion’s brave veterans by working as an X-ray
technician at the Minneapolis Veterans Medi-
cal Center and, before that, as a messenger
in the veterans hospital’s administration de-
partment.

Mr. Speaker, Ralph Graham’s pride and
performance set a tremendous example for
generations of Senators and their staffs. His
values, devotion to Senate traditions and the
dignity he brought to the chamber will be sore-
ly missed.

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of all the people of
our great state and nation, I want to express
my heartfelt sympathy to his family, and my
thanks for all he did to make our democracy
stronger in so many ways. The Minnesota
Senate has lost a valued officer and treasured
friend.
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. HERBERT H. BATEMAN
OF VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Speaker, along with two
of my colleagues, I attended the funeral of
former governor Mills Godwin of Virginia on
Tuesday, February 2, 1999. As a result, I was
absent for two recorded votes. Both votes
were under suspension of the rules.

Had I been present, I would have voted as
follows:

H.R. 68, Vote No. 7, ‘‘yea.’’
H.R. 432, Vote No. 8, ‘‘yea.’’
f

A TRIBUTE TO ELI AND MARILYN
HERTZ

HON. NITA M. LOWEY
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
express my great admiration for Eli and
Marilyn Hertz, two outstanding individuals who
will be honored by Camp Ramah in the Berk-
shires on March 13, 1999.

Eli Hertz, the founder and President of the
Hertz Technology Group, is a towering figure
in the personal computer industry. His comput-
ers have won numerous awards and are wide-
ly recognized among industry professionals
and observers as the gold standard in quality,
performance, and affordability. Marketing
Computers lauded Hertz’s vision, noting that
he is ‘‘able to shift with industry changes * * *
a barometer of the future.’’

Eli Hertz’s devotion to public service is as
strong as his commitment to professional ex-
cellence. His efforts to build a strong Jewish
community and a healthy relationship between
the United States and Israel are especially no-
table.

Among the important organizations benefit-
ting from Eli Hertz’s leadership are the Joint
High Level Advisory Panel to the U.S. Israel
Science & Technology Commission, the Advi-
sory Board for the New York-Israel Economic
Development Partnership, the America-Israel
Chamber of Commerce and Industry, and the
American-Israel Public Affairs Committee. Mr.
Hertz sponsored and authored portions of
Partners for Change: How U.S.-Israel Co-
operation Can Benefit America, a highly-re-
spected blueprint for a new Middle-east.

Marilyn Hertz is herself an expert in com-
puter programming, with extensive experience
as a lecturer, as well as a co-founder and
principal officer of the Hertz Technology
Group. Now responsible for human resources
and general management, Mrs. Hertz has
been invaluable to the company’s success and
growth.

Marilyn Hertz is also active in a wide range
of civic and charitable organizations, most es-

pecially the PTA and Camp Ramah, where her
passion for the Jewish community and its chil-
dren is given full expression every day.

Together, Eli and Marilyn Hertz represent
the very best in our country—a personal devo-
tion to service, a professional commitment to
excellence, and a visionary grasp of the op-
portunities open to all Americans in the future.

I am delighted that the Hertz’s many friends
and admirers are joining to recognize their ac-
complishments, and I am proud to add my ac-
colades to this well-deserved tribute.
f

IN HONOR OF JAMES LOUIS
BIVINS

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
honor of James Louis Bivins on his induction
into the International Boxing Hall of Fame.

James Louis Bivins has led an admirable
life. He overcame extreme hardships and dis-
appointment, to become a role model to many.
In his stellar professional boxing career from
1940 to 1955 James Louis Bivins went 85–
25–1 with 31 knockouts. During his career he
fought and defeated eight future world cham-
pions. From June 22, 1942 until February 25,
1946, during Boxing’s Golden Age, Jimmy
Bivins was undefeated going 28 bouts without
a loss.

Since his retirement from professional box-
ing James Louis Bivins has given back to the
city of Cleveland. As a world-class hall-of-
fame athlete, Mr. Bivins has served as a men-
tor to hundreds of young boxers in his thirty
years as a trainer on the west side of Cleve-
land.

My fellow colleagues, please join me in hon-
oring Mr. Bivins for his induction into boxing’s
most hallowed club.
f

KAZAKSTAN’S PRESIDENTIAL
ELECTION

HON. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to bring to the attention of my col-
leagues disturbing news about the presidential
elections in Kazakstan last month, and the
general prospects for democratization in that
country. On January 10, 1999, Kazakstan held
presidential elections, almost two years ahead
of schedule. Incumbent President Nursultan
Nazarbaev ran against three contenders, in
the country’s first nominally contested election.
According to official results, Nazarbaev re-
tained his office, garnering 81.7 percent of the
vote. Communist Party leader Serokbolsyn
Abdildin won 12 percent, Gani Kasymov 4.7
percent and Engels Gabbasov 0.7 percent.
The Central Election Commission reported
that over 86 percent of eligible voters turned
out to cast ballots.

Behind these facts—and by the way, none
of the officially announced figures should be
taken at face value—is a sobering story.
Nazarbaev’s victory was no surprise: the en-
tire election was carefully orchestrated and the
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only real issue was whether his official vote
tally would be in the 90s—typical for post-So-
viet Central Asian dictatorships—or the 80s,
which would have signaled a bit of sensitivity
to Western and OSCE sensibilities. Any sus-
pense the election might have offered van-
ished when the Supreme Court upheld a lower
court ruling barring the candidacy of
Nazarbaev’s sole plausible challenger, former
Prime Minister Akezhan Kazhegeldin, on
whom many oppositions activists have fo-
cused their hopes. The formal reason for his
exclusion was both trivial and symptomatic: in
October, kazhegeldin had spoken at a meeting
of an unregistered organization called ‘‘For
Free Elections.’’ Addressing an unregistered
organization is illegal in Kazakstan, and a
presidential decree of May 1998 stipulated
that individuals convicted of any crime or fined
for administrative transgressions could not run
for office for a year.

Of course, the snap election and the presi-
dential decree deprived any real or potential
challengers of the opportunity to organize a
campaign. More important, most observers
saw the decision as an indication of
Nazarbaev’s concerns about Kazakstan’s eco-
nomic decline and fears of running for reelec-
tion in 2000, when the situation will presum-
ably be even much worse. Another reason to
hold elections now was anxiety about the un-
certainties in Russia, where a new president,
with whom Nazarbaev does not have long-es-
tablished relations, will be elected in 2000 and
may adopt a more aggressive attitude towards
Kazakstan than has Boris Yeltsin.

The exclusion of would-be candidates, along
with the snap nature of the election, intimida-
tion of voters, the ongoing attack on independ-
ent media and restrictions on freedom of as-
sembly, moved the OSCE’s Office for Demo-
cratic Institutions and Human Rights (ODIHR)
to call in December for the election’s post-
ponement, as conditions for holding free and
fair elections did not exist. Ultimately, ODIHR
refused to send a full-fledged observer delega-
tion, as it generally does, to monitor an elec-
tion. Instead, ODIHR dispatched to Kazakstan
a small mission to follow and report on the
process. The mission’s assessment concluded
that Kazakstan’s ‘‘election process fell far
short of the standards to which the Republic of
Kazakstan has committed itself as an OSCE
participating State.’’ That is an unusually
strong statement for ODIHR.

Until the mid-1990s, even though President
Nazarbaev dissolved two parliaments, tailored
constitutions to his liking and was singlemind-
edly accumulating power, Kazakstan still
seemed a relatively reformist country, where
various political parties could function and the
media enjoyed some freedom. Moreover, con-
sidering the even more authoritarian regimes
of Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan and the war
and chaos in Tajikistan, Kazakstan benefited
by comparison.

In the last few years, however, the nature of
Nazarbaev’s regime has become ever more
apparent. He has over the last decade con-
centrated all power in his hands, subordinating
to himself all other branches and institutions of
government. His apparent determination to re-
main in office indefinitely, which could have
been inferred by his actions, became explicit
during the campaign, when he told a crowd, ‘‘I
would like to remain your president for the rest
of my life.’’ Not coincidentally, a constitutional
amendment passed in early October conven-

iently removed the age limit of 65 years. More-
over, since 1996–97, Kazakstan’s authorities
have co-opted, bought or crushed any inde-
pendent media, effectively restoring censor-
ship in the country. A crackdown on political
parties and movements has accompanied the
assault on the media, bringing Kazakstan’s
overall level of repression closer to that of
Uzbekistan and severely damaging
Nazarbaev’s reputation.

Despite significant U.S. strategic and eco-
nomic interests in Kazakstan, especially oil
and pipeline issues, the State Department has
issued a series of critical statements since the
announcement last October of pre-term elec-
tions. These statements have not had any ap-
parent effect. In fact, on November 23, Vice
President Gore called President Nazarbaev to
voice U.S. concerns about the election.
Nazarbaev responded the next day, when the
Supreme Court—which he controls com-
pletely—finally excluded Kazhegeldin. On Jan-
uary 12, the State Department echoed the
ODIHR’s harsh assessment of the election,
adding that it had ‘‘cast a shadow on bilateral
relations.’’

What’s ahead? Probably more of the same.
Parliamentary elections are slated for October
1999, although there are indications that they,
too, may be held before schedule or put off
another year. A new political party is emerg-
ing, which presumably will be President
Nazarbaev’s vehicle for controlling the legisla-
ture and monopolizing the political process.
The Ministry of Justice on February 3 effec-
tively turned down the request for registration
by the Republican People’s Party, headed by
Akezhan Kazhegeldin, signaling Nazarbaev’s
resolve to bar his rival from legal political ac-
tivity in Kazakstan. Other opposition parties
which have applied for registration have not
received any response from the Ministry.

Mr. Speaker, the relative liberalism in
Kazakstan had induced Central Asia watchers
to hope that Uzbek and Turkmen-style repres-
sion was not inevitable for all countries in the
region. Alas, all the trends in Kazakstan point
the other way: Nursultan Nazarbaev is head-
ing in the direction of his dictatorial counter-
parts in Tashkent and Ashgabat. He is clearly
resolved to be president for life, to prevent any
institutions or individuals from challenging his
grip on power and to make sure that the
trappings of democracy he has permitted re-
main just that. The Helsinki Commission,
which I co-chair, plans to hold hearings on the
situation in Kazakstan and Central Asia to dis-
cuss what options the United States has to
convey the Congress’s disappointment and to
encourage developments in Kazakstan and
the region towards genuine democratization.
f

‘‘FOUR POINTS OF THE COMPASS’’:
BALINT VAZSONYI’S DIRECTION
FOR AMERICA—PART TWO

HON. GEORGE RADANOVICH
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to enter into the RECORD the second
major speech by my friend Balint Vazsonyi at
the Heritage Foundation. This speech follows
up on themes which Balint developed two
years ago in ‘‘Four Points of the Compass:

Restoring America’s Sense of Direction’’ (CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD, Feb. 13, 1997) and is
aptly titled ‘‘Following the Wrong Compass.
The True State of the Union.’’

In his first presentation. Balint discussed the
four principles which form the basis of the
American system of governance as adopted
by the Founders—the founding principles of
the rule of law, individual rights, the guarantee
of property, and a common American identity
for all of us. In this latest effort, Balint con-
trasts these founding principles with the cur-
rent social agenda of the left—social justice,
group rights, entitlement and multiculturalism.
Balint shows how this alternative agenda is
not only contrary to America’s founding prin-
ciples, but is in direct conflict with those prin-
ciples.

Mr. Speaker, I recommend to you and my
colleagues that we read and consider the im-
portant thoughts contained in Balint Vazsonyi’s
speech, ‘‘Following the Wrong Compass: The
True State of the Union.’’

[Given at the Heritage Foundation,
Washington, DC, Jan. 20, 1999]

FOLLOWING THE WRONG COMPASS: THE TRUE
STATE OF THE UNION

About two years ago, I gave a speech here
with the title ‘‘Four Points of the Compass:
Restoring America’s Sense of Direction.’’ I
would like to begin with a review of Ameri-
ca’s response to that compass. As some of
you recall, the attempt was to condense the
most essential, most indispensable aspects of
America’s founding principles into a prac-
tical tool—easy to remember, easy to apply.
Much is said about the ways America was
meant to be, and what the Founders had in
mind. But usually it is couched in very loose
terms, partly because fewer and fewer people
these days take the trouble to actually read-
ing what the Founders have written. Most
disappointingly, members of Congress who
actually take an oath upon the Constitution
of the United States give us speeches day
after day, and television interviews night
after night, revealing in the process that if
they ever read the Constitution, it was a
long, long time ago. Of course, they might
simply have a different edition.

In any event, trying to sum up the most es-
sential principles in a manageable number,
gave me the idea two years ago of choosing
four—because a compass has four points and,
like a compass, these principles have pro-
vided America’s bearings. And so, I proposed
the rule of law—always point North—individ-
ual rights, the guarantee of property, and a
common American identify of all of us.

In these two years, the ‘‘Four Points’’ have
been made part of the Congressional Record
and printed in many places: as a Heritage
Lecture, in Imprimis, in many newspapers
and periodicals, as well as in Representative
American Speeches. The Republican Na-
tional Committee decided to publish a ver-
sion of it as the cover story in Rising Tide
and it became the foundation of the book
‘‘America’s 30 Years War: Who is Winning?’’
We have held panel discussions on Capitol
Hill, and town meetings around the country.
There seems to be general agreement about
their validity, and opposition comes only
from those who have a bone to pick both
with America’s Founders and with the U.S.
Constitution itself.

Town meetings, and the ongoing conversa-
tion with the American people via radio and
television talk shows in the last two years,
have persuaded us that is a good path to fol-
low. People find it helpful as a tool, not only
in debates, but also for evaluating public pol-
icy.

Here is how it works. Every time somebody
proposes a new law, a new statute, or an ex-
ecutive order, you ask whether it passes
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muster when held against the standard of
the ‘‘Four Points.’’ The answers are easy be-
cause they either do or they don’t. If they
don’t, then they have no place in the United
States of America. Without that compass,
what would make us American?

Taking the points one by one; Everybody
seems to agree that the rule of law is a good
thing. Alas, most people don’t quite know
what that means. One must read Article VI
of the Constitution which says ‘‘This
Constitution . . . shall be the supreme law
of the land.’’ Then, the proposition becomes
clear. Individual rights are more problematic
because one of the developments during the
last 30 years was the proliferation of all sorts
of ‘‘rights’’ which masquerade as individuals
rights even though they are, in truth, group
rights. In other words, these rights are
claimed by certain people because of their
membership in a particular group. Of course,
the Constitution does not permit any such
thing. Advocates of group rights learned how
to dress up their demands as individual
rights, and it is alarming how often they get
away with it.

Yet the most troubling for all critics of the
Founding is the third one, the guarantee of
property. It is amazing how strong an emo-
tional reaction it draws, which really proves
what the English already knew when they
wrote the Magna Carta in the year 1215: That
the guarantee of property and the guarantee
of liberty are joined at the hip. You either
have both or neither. The absolute ownership
of property is such a troubling idea for the
other side that even the most benevolent
among them is unable to stomach it.

The common American identity is some-
thing to which, again, many pay lip service,
while making the greatest effort to do away
with it. One person who, to my surprise, re-
cently paid lip service to it, was the Presi-
dent last night, toward the end of his State
of the Union speech. And, of course, one
wished for an opportunity to ask him when
he was going to issue the next executive
order to set women against men, black
against white, children against their par-
ents, and South Americans against Euro-
peans. Because that is certainly what his ad-
ministration has been doing in spades ever
since 1993.

By now, it must be clear that there is an-
other compass in our midst, and perhaps the
time has come to look at what that other
compass is. It, too, has four points. Its North
Star is the pursuit of social justice; instead
of individual rights, it promotes group
rights; instead of the guarantee of property,
it advocates redistribution through entitle-
ments; and in place of our common American
identity, it favors what it calls
multiculturalism. I think we need to exam-
ine these four points and try to understand
what they mean. We need to, because of
something the president said in his second
Inaugural Address.

On January 20, 1997, Mr. Clinton called for
a new government for the new century.
Given that in the entire history of our na-
tion the only previous call for a new govern-
ment was issued in the Declaration of Inde-
pendence and not since, I thought then and I
certainly think now that, on this occasion,
we must take the President seriously. There
is also every reason that such a new govern-
ment would be guided by that ‘‘other’’ com-
pass.

What of its four points? First, social jus-
tice. The phrase sounds good, always has, al-
ways will. Social justice, after all, is justice
isn’t it? Well, the Preamble of the Constitu-
tion speaks about the establishment of jus-
tice. Does ‘‘social’’ add anything to that? If
you look up F.A. Hayek, you find that he
lists about 168 nouns that have acquired the
qualifier ‘‘social’’ to the detriment of each

and every one of them. But let’s take social
justice at face value, just for the moment. Is
anyone willing to define what it actually
means? To date, I have not been able to find
a single person who can do that, because it
means something different every day. (I have
been offering a reward of $1,000 to anyone
who can propose a lasting definition.) The
Constitution, on the other hand, is the
same—day in day out. There is nothing am-
biguous about phrases like ‘‘Congress shall
make no law . . .’’ or: ‘‘The right of the Peo-
ple to . . . shall not be abridged,’’ or: ‘‘All
legislative powers are hereby vested in a
Congress of the United States.’’ These are fi-
nite statements. For social justice to be a
plausible replacement for the rule of law, it
would have to offer comparable consistency,
but of course it can not. It is almost painful
to watch critics of the Constitution wres-
tling with this problem, desperately trying
to claim that the rule of law and the pursuit
of social justice can indeed live side by side.
I submit they cannot and intend to dem-
onstrate it.

Group rights of course do not require too
much explanation. Again, the Constitution
of the United States offers absolutely no
foundation for any kind of group right. In
fact, it knows nothing about groups, only
about individual citizens, or ‘‘The People.’’
There is nothing in between. Thus, every
group right is in fact illegitimate. The trag-
edy is that not only judges and the executive
branch, but Congress, too, participated in
the enactment of various statutes that con-
firm rights upon groups. Worse yet, a Repub-
lican Presidential Candidate, Senator Bob
Dole takes great pride in having engineered
the Americans with Disabilities Act—one of
the more recent creations of group rights. I
suppose, some of you may say, ‘‘don’t dis-
abled Americans have rights?’’ Of course
they do: exactly the same rights as every
other American. They don’t have rights be-
cause they are disabled, they have rights be-
cause they are Americans. And you can sub-
stitute anything else for ‘‘disabled’’ and
come to the same conclusion. There is all the
difference between pointing to certain people
and saying: these Americans have not been
given their full constitutional due. That’s
one thing. It is quite another to isolate a
group and say, ‘‘we must give these people
their own, special rights.’’

And what could be more different than the
guarantee of property on one side and redis-
tribution on the other? Property is every-
thing we own—the shoes you wear, the sal-
ary you make. The other compass calls for
its redistribution, because certain people are
‘‘entitled’’ to it. Here is another word: enti-
tlement. Is there anything in the Constitu-
tion of the United States that entitles any-
body to the fruits of the labor of another per-
son? For that is what entitlement means,
nothing less. The only way a person may be
entitled to another persons’s possessions is if
we disregard the Constitution.

And so we come to the last point,
multiculturalism. If the suggestion is that
we should look beyond our own borders and
not merely read American literature or look
at solely American paintings, then I would
say every decent school for a very, very long
time has taught World History, and World
Literature, and World everything. We really
didn’t need a multicultural movement for
that. If on the other hand the idea is that ev-
erything has the same value, and that those
who have not produced literature should be
given literature, and the rest of us be re-
quired to study it in order to give the ap-
pearance that every nation has literature
worth reading—that’s something entirely
different.

Multiculturalism claims to celebrate our
diversity, so here is another question: ‘‘What

is there to celebrate?’’ We didn’t celebrate
that we have arms and fingers, or other
things we are born with. If you look around
just this room, we have a lot to celebrate
right here, because we are all different. It is
just one of those nonsensical things, except
that—while it is easy to make fun of it all—
for many, it is deadly serious. It is serious
for us, too, because this compass is likely to
guide the 70% of Americans who give the
President that approval rating. And if that
compass is something to be taken seriously,
we have to give it a name.

Why not call the original one—the rule of
law, individual rights, the guarantee of prop-
erty and common American identity—the
‘‘American way’’? That is a fair designation
because these are the essentials which define
America. How do we find a name for the
other compass? Let us work backwards.
Multiculturalism is really another form of
redistribution, only it is cultural goods being
redistributed. Redistribution grows out of
group rights, because certain groups are en-
titled to the fruits of redistribution, whereas
others are not. And, of course, the whole idea
of group rights grows out of the search for,
and the pursuit of, social justice—whatever
that means.

So, here we are, looking for a name. How
should one call this doctrine, this compass?
‘‘Multi’’ does not suggest an all-purpose
label, and ‘‘entitlement compass’’ just
doesn’t sound good. ‘‘Good compass’’? It does
not make much sense. How about going back
to its North Star: social justice. Of course,
justice is something that the English already
contemplated in the Magna Carta and, cer-
tainly, the Framers have established in the
Constitution. We need to focus on the first
word in this two-word construct. Perchance
we could make a noun of the adjective?
Words ending in ‘‘-ism’’ are often used for po-
litical programs. If we add this to the adjec-
tive, SOCIAL-ISM comes out as the logical
designation for this compass.

Are we in trouble! We will be advised im-
mediately that this is not going anywhere—
just look at where Joe McCarthy ended! But
what if he didn’t go about it the right way,
because socialism was hurled at people as an
accusation, as a pejorative, derogatory term?
In any event, as an inflammatory word? Of
course, then we were engaged in a war—cold
most of the time, hot some of the time—
against the Soviet Union, and we saw the So-
viet Union as the representative of social-
ism. Even so, McCarthy came to grief. And
now, when the Soviet Union is gone, most
would think it ridiculous to invoke social-
ism. But what if the problem is the way we
think of the word, and the way we look at
what socialism is.

That is really where I would like to get
your ear today, and your active help in the
future.

Socialism, I believe, is the appropriate,
scholarly, utterly unemotional designation
of a grand philosophical idea in Western Civ-
ilization. Ever since Descartes started think-
ing about thinking, and other French phi-
losophers followed in the 18th Century, then
Germans picked it up where the French had
left off, socialism has been in the making.
For a long time, then, socialism has been
with us as ‘‘the other grand idea’’ of Western
Civilization, and will remain with us as long
as there is an ‘‘us.’’ There is nothing deroga-
tory about it, and there is nothing ‘‘red’’
about it. Socialism is an idea about inter-
preting the world, and charting the future,
that has had the benefit of some of the best
minds in the history of the planet, and has
held—and continues to hold—tremendous ap-
peal to vast numbers of people. It deserves to
be taken seriously, and it needs to be en-
gaged on philosophical grounds. In every
sense of the word, it holds the opposite view
of everything this country was built on.
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The ‘‘Four Points of the Compass,’’ pre-

sented to you two years ago, represented a
set of principles. Our American way is built
on principles. These principles were laid
down to create a set of conditions within
which the citizens of this country can pursue
their individual happiness—not social jus-
tice—their individual happiness, least hin-
dered, with the fewest possible obstacles in
their path. Thus, principles create conditions
which are simply there as a tent under which
people are safe and secure in their lives—
their livelihoods, their possessions—and are
able to do their best.

Socialism, as the four points of its compass
demonstrates, has no principles. It has an
agenda. The pursuit of social justice is an
agenda. The creation of group rights is a
continuation of that agenda. Redistributing
the fruits of society’s combined labors is an
agenda. This is extremely important to real-
ize because we have become very, very im-
precise in our use of words. We ought not to
speak of the legislative goals of the Amer-
ican side as an ‘‘agenda’’ because voters can
say: ‘‘well, he has this agenda, and she has
that agenda and it’s my right to choose
which agenda I like.’’ I don’t believe that the
American way calls for an agenda. There
may be specific legislative initiatives, there
may be needs of the nation to be met, but I
don’t believe that the Framers gave us an
agenda. They gave us specific principles, ar-
ticulated as laws, within which we are free
to pursue to our benefit—and to no one else’s
detriment—whatever is our life’s dream. So
first of all, we have to realize that there are
principles on one side, and an agenda on the
other. Principles provide the floor under
your feet. An agenda pulls you in a certain
direction. One is guided by principles, one is
driven by an agenda. I am just trying to say
this in as many ways as I possibly can.

Socialism cannot coexist with the rule of
law because the most important aspect of
the rule of law is its consistency. Yes, the
Constitution may be amended through a
very specific process and that’s an important
aspect of it. But its fundamental tenets—lets
make no mistake about that—will never
change because, if we amend those, the re-
sult will no longer bear any resemblance to
the Constitution of the United States.

Thus, the rule of a law functions as a con-
stant, whereas the pursuit of social justice
demands that we change the law everyday in
order to accomplish the agenda—which also
changes everyday.

I submit that the label ‘‘socialism’’ is the
one tool we possess that we have not used,
and that could be our salvation. Not only be-
cause truth in labeling always helps. Let us
not think of it as labeling, but as truth. The
truth always helps, especially against an ad-
versary that always runs from the truth. To
use the word effectively, we have to under-
stand what socialism is, and what it is not.
Socialism is not red, or any other single
color. The Soviet Union was but an episode
in Socialism’s three-hundred-year history. It
was a long one, a troublesome one. But good-
ness knows, Nazi Germany was most trouble-
some, even though that lasted only 12 years.
Eventually, it passed, the Soviet Union
passed, Mao Tse Tung passed away, and even
Castro won’t live forever. All these have
been episodes. These are not our true adver-
saries. Our adversary is The Idea, this intoxi-
cating idea that is able to dress up in local
colors and plug into the deepest yearnings of
any nation.

In America, it did so in spades about 30
years ago. It found all the hot buttons of
Americans, so there are millions of decent
Americans today who honestly believe that
the socialist agenda they have signed on to
has American roots.

Back to colors. Socialism may have been
red in the Soviet Union, but it was black in

Italy where it was called the Fascist Party
of Mussolini, Mussolini’s personal version of
the Italian Socialist Party from which he
had been expelled. It was brown in Germany
under the National Socialists, but currently,
in the same Germany, it is green. It wears
blue at the United Nations. Want more col-
ors? If you really want a Rainbow Coalition,
look at socialism around the world. So, first
let us not get stuck on color. Second, please
let us not get stuck on a particular regime.
There is all this confusion about socialism,
communism, fascism. But we will know how
to make head or tail of them once we realize
that they all study the same books.

Fascism was simply Mussolini’s version for
Italy, having nothing whatever to do with
the National Socialist German Workers
party—Hitler’s party—which ruled Germany
during the years of the Third Reich. It was
Stalin who thought it might be just a little
uncomfortable and embarrassing for the So-
viet Union—the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics—to have Hitler, too, designated as
a socialist. So he ordered everyone, includ-
ing his American agents—you remember, the
ones that McCarthy was so dastardly to ex-
pose?—to start referring to Hitler’s Germany
as ‘‘fascist.’’ It never was. It was a national
socialist regime. And to point to minute dif-
ferences between it and the Soviet Union
doesn’t make practical sense because the So-
viet Union had 70-plus years to develop its
ways. Hitler’s Germany existed only for six
years in peace time. After that it was en-
gaged in a world war. Even during those six
years, it was preparing the war, and so the
various deviations from orthodox socialism
really should not cloud the issue. We have to
remember, also, that Karl Marx, already in
the communist manifesto of 1848 differen-
tiates among no fewer than seven versions of
socialism, all of which he rejects in favor of
his own, which he calls Communism.

Communism is nothing other than the cas-
tle at the end of the climb for all socialists.
And please believe me there is no difference
between this socialist and that socialist, and
social democrat, and democratic socialist,
and progressive, and liberal, and ‘‘people for
the third way’’—we are given different labels
all the time. It is all socialism, and all of it
leads to communism—yes, communism, and
let us not be afraid of that word any longer.
It will be a glorious time, we are told, for hu-
manity when communism is established, and
when social justice will have come to every
man, woman and child in the world, for
that’s what communism is: One World, in
which social justice has been accomplished.

Other issues tend to be confusing as well.
Generically, the American way can also be
called the Anglo-American way of interpret-
ing the world and charting the future. By the
same token, the opposite view may be called
‘‘Franco-Germanic.’’ To begin with, only
these four countries engaged in systematic
thinking about these matters over the cen-
turies. Individuals from other countries have
made contributions, but only in these four
countries—England, France, America, and
Germany—have there been schools of politi-
cal philosophy. The four schools resulted in
two conflicting ideas. They are in conflict
with regard to morality, law, and economic
principles—in conflict all the way.

Thus, the divider has always been the
English Channel and not the Iron Curtain. Of
course, the English Channel has been there
all the time, whereas the Iron Curtain was a
very temporary fixture—thank goodness.
But if that is true, how is it possible that
France and England were allies in both world
wars? Not difficult. Philosophically, as the
books in our libraries confirm, the perma-
nent alliance is between France and Ger-
many. But naturally, when France is at-
tacked and is unable to defend itself—as it

happened throughout this century—they
reach for the people who are willing to die
for them. And those were the British and the
Americans. The alliance lasted as long as the
French were in need. Read French philoso-
phers, listen to French socialists and com-
munists who are daily guests on our college
campuses today. Like the Germans, they
preach the socialist gospel. Exception: Vol-
taire. He admired the British political sys-
tem and, when he openly said so in France,
the authorities issued a warrant for his ar-
rest.

Let us, then, rid ourselves of these confus-
ing images and understand that these two gi-
gantic ideas have been, are, and will be fight-
ing it out to the end.

How does this affect the state of our na-
tion?

Last night, the President would have you
believe that it was just wonderful. It might
be a matter of your vantage point, I think.
Certainly, the Dow Jones has never been
higher, but don’t let that fool you. Having
lost the university decades ago, we then lost
the high schools, and now we have lost the
entire educational establishment, all the
way down to the day care center. Our chil-
dren are being brought up to be socialists.
Nothing else. Our media is manned and
womanned mostly by socialists. If you doubt
that, just remember that last week not a sin-
gle network carried the charges against the
president on the Senate floor, but yesterday
when the president’s case was to be pre-
sented, all network programs were pre-
empted. Congress accommodates a growing
number of representatives and senators who
think nothing of inventing entire new pas-
sages for the Constitution, or reveal them-
selves as nothing more than members of the
phalanx that surrounds the executive
branch. United States Senators have taken
to announcing their verdict before, or right
after, taking an oath upon being impartial
jurors.

If we really mean business, we have to use
our chief asset. Yes, socialism is a great
asset. We tend to engage in lengthy discus-
sions about esoteric matters, like high taxes,
low taxes, big governments, small govern-
ments. I say esoteric, because they are not
tangible. What is high? What is low? What is
big? What is small? Instead of interminable
debates, which our side loses almost all the
time, let us look Senator Kennedy, Senator
Wellstone, Senator Boxer—the list goes on—
in the eye and say: ‘‘What you are advocat-
ing Senator (or Mr. President, or Mrs. Presi-
dent) is covered by a very simple word, and
the word is socialism. If you think it’s great,
why don’t you tell us more about it?’’ And:
‘‘Why don’t you tell us why you believe in
it?’’

‘‘Are you calling me a socialist, sir? I de-
mand an apology.’’ ‘‘No, sir, I am not calling
you anything. You are proposing a socialist
agenda.’’ Isn’t that a great deal simpler than
trying to explain why it is not mean-spirited
to oppose the next federal education pro-
gram? Isn’t it a great opportunity to say:
‘‘My position on the issue derives from
America’s founding principles; would you
tell the country where your position derives
from?’’ Unless we will find it in our hearts to
engage in this type of dialogue, unless we
find the courage to fight the elections in
2000—possibly our last chance to divert a
long-term disaster—by calling the compass
of the other side what it really is, I don’t
think we should blame others, least of all
the American people, for losing that elec-
tion.

Millions of ordinary Americans appear to
have accepted, and be promoting, the social-
ist agenda. There is every reason to believe
that many minds would be changed if they
were brought fact-to-face with socialism as
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the doctrine they are following and advocat-
ing. We must explain that this is not ‘‘hate
speech,’’ but simply the appropriate designa-
tion. If we de-demonize and re-legitimize the
word socialism, and reintroduce it to its ap-
propriate place, I guarantee the outcome is
going to be different. So we at the Center for
the American Founding are going to issue a
call to all good people, especially those who
care deeply, such as yourselves, to engage in
retreats, and seminars, and discussions, so
that our own side can understand anew what
socialism is, and what it is not.

And once we do that, we shall never look
back.

f

MEETING THE NEEDS OF OUR
NATION’S SENIOR CITIZENS

HON. WILLIAM F. GOODLING
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999
Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, today, I

would like to associate myself with the re-
marks of Mr. MCKEON regarding the Older
Americans Act Amendments of 1999. For far
too long—since 1995—the Older Americans
Act has been left unauthorized. It is time we
remedied this situation by working across
party lines to fashion a bipartisan solution.

I have seen firsthand in my district how the
Area Agencies on Aging work together with
senior citizens to ensure that their lives are
filled with dignity and self-respect. Without the
essential programs of the Older Americans Act
millions of seniors would be relegated to a
world of almost complete isolation.

I applaud the work of Mr. BARRETT—who
has volunteered to take a lead on this issue—
along with Subcommittee Chairman MCKEON,
Mr. MARTINEZ and Mr. CLAY. And, I pledge my
support in working to pass an Older Ameri-
cans Act Amendments of 1999, which both
parties can take pride in, and one which, more
than anything, benefits all seniors across the
country.

f

WORKING TOGETHER TO HELP
OUR NATION’S SENIOR CITIZENS

HON. HOWARD P. ‘‘BUCK’’ McKEON
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999
Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, today, Mr. BAR-

RETT of Nebraska, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. CLAY,
Chairman GOODLING and I are introducing the
Older Americans Act Amendments of 1999.
Our hope is that this bill will be the first step
in an ongoing bipartisan effort to reauthorize
the Older Americans Act. Nonetheless, it is
important to remember that there is much
work to be done when it comes to reforming
and streamlining the provisions of the Older
Americans Act.

Today’s version of the Older Americans Act
Amendments of 1999 represents a good-faith
effort on the part of both parties to work to-
gether in this important venture. Over the
course of the next several months, we are
committed to having an open dialogue with all
those who are involved in administering the
Act’s many programs. However, it is abso-
lutely imperative that we keep those who we
are trying to help—the frail and elderly—fore-
most in our minds.

INTRODUCTION OF THE GENERIC
DRUGS ACCESS ACT OF 1999

HON. FRANK PALLONE, JR.
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, the high cost
of prescription drugs is one of the most press-
ing health care issues confronting the coun-
try’s senior citizens, employers, managed care
plans, state and federal drug programs. Con-
trolling drug costs will be no easy task. One
time-tested method, however, is timely access
and availability of generic medicines once the
patent on brand name drugs expires.

Generic competition has a dramatic impact
on pharmaceutical costs. When a generic drug
first comes onto the market, it typically costs
30 percent less than the brand name version.
After two years on the market, the prices drop
further to 60 or 70 percent of the brand name
drug. The price of some generic drugs drop by
as much as even 90 percent.

While these competitively priced alternatives
are good for consumers, employers and gov-
ernment purchasers, they are not good for the
brand name producer trying to maintain and
protect monopolistic pricing. If there is no ge-
neric alternative available, consumers who
need medicine have no choice but to buy the
available brand drug and pay whatever it
costs. It is for this reason that brand name
drug companies launch aggressive campaigns
to block or delay generic competition.

One tactic used by the brand industry to
prevent generics from reaching the consumer
is to convince state legislatures to pass un-
necessary restrictions to the substitution of ge-
neric versions of brand name drugs. These re-
strictive laws are being advanced despite a
scientific finding by the Food and Drug Admin-
istration (FDA) that the generic drug is equiva-
lent and substitutable to the brand name prod-
uct. The state campaign is nothing more than
an attempt by the brand name companies to
protect market share.

If these tactics are successful with the
states, generic manufacturers could end up
having to comply with 50 different sets of state
laws before their products could ever reach
the consumer. If would render the FDA stamp
of approval meaningless. And it will only add
extraordinary hoops for doctors and phar-
macists to jump through before a generic
medicine is dispensed. The ultimate losers are
the senior citizens and other prescription drug
purchasers who will be denied the access to
equivalent generics and are forced to continue
paying excessive brand prices for their medi-
cines.

The bill I am introducing today, the Generic
Drugs Access Act, would prevent drug compa-
nies from gaming the system. Very simply, this
bill prohibits states from passing laws keeping
generic drugs off the market once the FDA
has determined that a generic drug is ‘‘thera-
peutically equivalent’’ to a brand name prod-
uct. Most importantly, it will ensure that ge-
neric drugs get to the market in a timely fash-
ion and provide consumers with access to low
cost alternatives at the earliest possible time.

I urge my colleagues to lend their support to
the effort to ensure low cost alternatives to
brand name drugs are readily available to con-
sumers and cosponsor the Generic Drugs Ac-
cess Act of 1999.

RETURN THE FORESTS BACK TO
THE PEOPLE

HON. MARY BONO
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Ms. BONO. Mr. Speaker, I rise to announce
the introduction of the Forest Tax Relief Act
(H.R.—), an important bill to let all our citizens
enjoy the forests free from burdensome taxes.
I am proud to announce that I have co-au-
thored this bi-partisan bill with my dear col-
league, Representative LOIS CAPPS (D–CA.)
Our original co-sponsors include Congress-
man MERRILL COOK (R–UT), Congressman
PETER DEFAZIO (D–CA) and Congresswoman
JO ANN EMERSON (R–MO).

Due to enabling legislation passed by a pre-
vious Congress, the United States Forest
Service has implemented a new pilot project
charging day users a per car fee to park on
public lands. Dubbed the ‘‘Adventure Pass’’ by
the US Forest Service, this is nothing but a
new tax on using public lands. Many of my
constituents question the fairness and merits
of this tax, and I share their concern. This tax
goes against the concept of experiencing our
free and open land making it a hardship on
locals and visitors alike.

Within the forests of the 44th Congressional
district, the per car fee for an Adventure Pass
is $5. To residents in the communities of
Idllywild, Anza, Hemet and San Jacinto and
tourists who come to enjoy these precious
lands, this fee is a source of much con-
troversy. We have come to expect the free-
dom to enjoy this area without the inconven-
ience and tax imposed on us today.

To tax the Great Outdoors is offensive to
the very concept of the national forest system.
The forests are for the entire nation and there-
fore should be supported through the tradi-
tional funding process. Under this plan, Con-
gress taxes Americans twice. It is now time to
remedy this situation.

Mr. Speaker, I believe we are deterring indi-
viduals from discovering the wonder and
beauty of our National Forests. We must en-
courage people to visit, not discourage them
from doing so. When tourists go elsewhere, it
hurts small businesses and it hurts our efforts
to educate individuals on the importance of
protecting this precious national resource. This
tax serves as a barrier to working families,
hikers, nature lovers and all those desiring ac-
cess to our national forests.

I hope my colleagues will join me in sup-
porting this effort to return the forests back to
the people.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. MARK UDALL
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, on
February 2, while I was meeting in my office
with some constituents, an apparent problem
with the bell system led to my inadvertently
missing the vote on rollcall No. 7, passage of
H.R. 68—the Small Business Investment
Company Technical Corrections Act. Had I
been present, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’
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TRIBUTE TO MRS. GERTRUDE S.

PARIS

HON. JAMES E. CLYBURN
OF SOUTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I ask my col-
leagues to join me in paying tribute to a loving
mother, grandmother and great-grandmother,
Mrs. Gertrude S. Paris.

Mrs. Paris was born in Rochester, New
York, on February 27, 1899, to Charles and
Elizabeth Steul. In November 1938 she mar-
ried Earl A. Paris (deceased). They had two
children, John Walter Paris and Beverly Paris
Dox. Mrs. Paris has seven grandchildren and
six great-grandchildren who affectionately ad-
dress her as ‘‘Gramma.’’

Mrs. Paris has led an extremely active life.
She maintained her home in Rochester until
her early 90’s, mowing her own lawn and
tending her garden. She was a founding mem-
ber of the Rochester Garden Club, and an
avid bridge player. Her favorite pastime was
‘‘a pound of chocolate and a good book.’’ Mrs.
Paris became a constituent of mine at the age
of 94 when she moved to Columbia, SC, to be
closer to her family.

Mr. Speaker, on Saturday, February 27,
1999 Ms. Gertrude A. Paris will celebrate her
100th birthday. Please join me in wishing her
the happiest of birthdays and Godspeed.
f

TRIBUTE TO PATRICK CAMPBELL

HON. DONALD M. PAYNE
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, as we know, the
work of a busy person is never done. This Fri-
day, February 26, such a man is being recog-
nized for his work in the labor community. Pat-
rick Campbell will be acknowledged and paid
tribute to for his leadership role within New
Jersey’s labor movement.

Patrick Campbell has been a member of
Local 825, International Union of Operating
Engineers since July, 1946. He has worked as
an Apprentice/Engineer, Dirt and Crane Equip-
ment Operator, Plant and Shop Engineer,
Shop Steward and Lead Engineer. In 1971 he
was elected to the Executive Board and ap-
pointed as a Business Representative. In 1976
he was chosen Business Manager and was
appointed Trustee of Local 825’s Pension/Wel-
fare Fund Service Facilities. He has been re-
elected Business Manager seven times. In ad-
dition to his functions as Business Manager of
Local 825, he is a Vice President of the New
Jersey State AFL–CIO. He has served as Vice
President of the New Jersey State Building
and Construction Trades Council.

Mr. Campbell is also Second General Vice
President of the International Union of Operat-
ing Engineers. He also serves on joint commit-
tees of the Engineers/Teamsters, Engineers/
Laborers and Engineers/Iron Workers. Addi-
tionally, he is President of the Northeastern
Conference of Operating Engineers.

Pat Campbell has served on the Port Au-
thority Development Advisory Committee of
New York and New Jersey and on a commit-
tee of the Research Advisory Council for Pub-

lic Service Electric and Gas Co. He is Chair-
man of Local 825’s Political Action and Edu-
cation Committee and one of the founders of
Local 825’s Registered Indentured Apprentice-
ship Program.

When it comes to service, Patrick Campbell
shares his time and expertise with community
organizations, as well. He has served as
Scoutmaster for the Boy Scouts of America,
has coached Little League girls’ softball, and
has been Vice President of the Parents’ Guild
of Roselle Catholic High School. He served as
a Navy Seabee in the South Pacific during
World War II and has been a member of the
Catholic War Veterans, the Veterans of For-
eign Wars and the Knights of Columbus. He is
currently a member of the Council of Regents
of Felician College of Lodi, NJ and the Hous-
ing Commission of the Archdiocese of New-
ark.

Mr. Speaker, I am sure our colleagues will
join me as I extend my best wishes and
thanks to Patrick Campbell and family; his wife
Adele, his four children and ten grandchildren.
f

THE TEXAS LEGISLATIVE BLACK
CAUCUS AND ITS UPCOMING
CONFERENCE

HON. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas.
Mr. Speaker, I rise today to pay tribute to the
Texas Legislative Black Caucus and its
groundbreaking efforts to advance public pol-
icy objectives in my home State of Texas.

As a former Member of the Texas House of
Representatives and Texas Senate, I know
first-hand of the Caucus’s strong commitment
in promoting education, economic develop-
ment and public safety to ensure positive
change. The Caucus’s accomplishments in-
clude the passage of legislation to provide
scholarships for low-income students, securing
funding for the Lone Star State’s black col-
leges and universities as well as provisions to
ensure minority participation in the state’s pro-
curement program.

To kick off its legislative agenda for 1999,
the Caucus will be hosting a statewide con-
ference in Austin on March 10th–12th. Thou-
sands of Texans from across the state are ex-
pected to attend the conference aptly entitled,
Preparing for the Millennium. The State’s 14
African-American House Members and its two
Senators will be hosting the conference. They
will be honoring the achievements of outstand-
ing Texans in the fields of education, busi-
ness, public services, entertainment, profes-
sions, and public safety. Governor George
Bush is expected to attend the conference as
well.

Delegates to the conference will be holding
an ‘‘Education Summit’’ whose purpose is to
identify problems and propose solutions to en-
hance the state’s black colleges and univer-
sities. ‘‘Break-out’’ sessions will be held to dis-
cuss elementary, secondary and higher edu-
cation issues. Other workshops will be con-
ducted on health care, child care, economic
development, electricity restructuring and envi-
ronmental racism.

Mr. Speaker, please join me in congratulat-
ing the Caucus on its past accomplishments

and in sending best wishes for a successful
conference this year in Austin.
f

THE INTRODUCTION OF THE NA-
TIONAL RIGHT TO WORK ACT OF
1999

HON. BOB GOODLATTE
OF VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased today to introduce the National Right
to Work Act of 1999 along with 86 original co-
sponsors.

This Act will reduce federal power over the
American workplace by removing those provi-
sions of Federal law authorizing the collection
of forced-union dues as part of a collective
bargaining contract.

Since the Wagner Act of 1935 made forced-
union dues a keystone of Federal labor law,
millions of American workers have been
forced to pay for union ‘‘representation’’ that
they neither choose nor desire.

The primary beneficiaries of Right to Work
are America’s workers—even those who vol-
untarily choose to pay union dues, because
when union officials are deprived of the
forced-dues power granted them under current
federal law they’ll be more responsive to the
workers’ needs and concerns.

Mr. Speaker, this act is pro-worker, pro-eco-
nomic growth, and pro-freedom

The 21 states with Right to Work laws, in-
cluding my own state of Virginia, have a near-
ly three-to-one advantage over non-Right to
Work states in terms of job creation.

And, according to U.S. News and World Re-
port, seven of the strongest 10 state econo-
mies in the Nation have Right to Work laws.

Workers who have the freedom to choose
whether or not to join a union have a higher
standard of living than their counterparts in
non-Right to Work states. According to Dr.
James Bennett, an economist with the highly-
respected Economics Department at George
Mason University, on average, urban families
in Right to Work states have approximately
$2,852 more annual purchasing power than
urban families in non-Right to Work states
when the lower taxes, housing and food costs
of Right to Work states are taken into consid-
eration.

The National Right to Work Act would make
the economic benefits of voluntary unionism a
reality for all Americans.

But this bill is about more than economics,
it’s about freedom.

Compelling a man or woman to pay fees to
a union in order to work violates the very prin-
ciple of individual liberty upon which this na-
tion was founded.

Oftentimes forced dues are used to support
causes the worker does not wish to support
wish his or her hard-earned wages.

Thomas Jefferson said it best, ‘‘. . . to
compel a man to furnish contributions of
money for the propagation of opinions which
he disbelieves is sinful and tyrannical.’’

By passing the National Right to Work Act,
this Congress will take a major step towards
restoring the freedom of America’s workers to
choose the form of workplace representation
that best suits their needs.

In a free society, the decision of whether or
not to join or support a union should be made
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by a worker, not a union official, not an em-
ployer, and certainly not the U.S. Congress.

The National Right to Work Act reduces fed-
eral power over America’s labor markets, pro-
motes economic growth and a higher standard
of living, and enhances freedom.

No wonder, according to a poll by the re-
spected Marketing Research Institute, 77 per-
cent of Americans support Right to Work, and
over 50 percent of union households believe
workers should have the right to choose
whether or not to join or pay dues to a labor
union.

No other piece of legislation before this
Congress will benefit this Nation as much as
the National Right of Work Act.

I urge my colleagues to quickly pass the
National Right to Work Act and free millions of
Americans from forced-dues tyranny.
f

THE INTRODUCTION OF THE EDU-
CATION FLEXIBILITY PARTNER-
SHIP ACT OF 1999

HON. MICHAEL N. CASTLE
OF DELAWARE

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999
Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to

introduce the Education Flexibility Partnership
Act of 1999. Teaching children to master skills
and knowledge is the key to our nation’s fu-
ture success and economic growth and the
surest ticket to a better life for our Nation’s
citizens. As the House Education Subcommit-
tee Chairman on Early Childhood, Youth, and
Families, I offer this legislation—which I began
work on in the 105th Congress—as the first
item on the Subcommittee’s agenda in pursuit
of attaining educational excellence for children
across the Nation.

The Education Flexibility Partnership Act of
1999, also known as Ed-Flex, will bring much
needed relief to our schools, while boosting
the productivity and the academic achieve-
ment of students. There is nothing more im-
portant to the future of our country than ensur-
ing our students receive a challenging and en-
riching education. In talking to teachers about
our schools, one of the complaints I hear re-
peatedly is that the Federal Government often
weighs in on local school matters in a counter-
productive and burdensome way. Often times,
regulations put in place at the Federal level—
intended to assist local schools in attaining
educational excellence—actually have the op-
posite effect. Instead of strengthening teach-
ers’ time in the classroom, some regulations
end up taking talented teachers away from
students so they can fill out paperwork or as-
sess program spending. Again, the intention of
these regulations are good. Everyone wants
students to achieve at higher rates and
schools to provide better educational opportu-
nities. However, because each school district
is structured differently and because each stu-
dent body has diverse needs, regulations
sometimes actually interfere with the schools
main focus of educating children. In these in-
stances, we have actually added to the bar-
riers of attaining educational excellence, in-
stead of breaking them down. A ‘one size fits
all solution’ rarely works for everyone, and
though they provide a framework for schools,
they do not cross every ‘T’ or dot every ‘I’. We
can help fill in this gap, however, by support-
ing education flexibility.

Under current law, 12 states are authorized
to participate in an enormously popular pilot
program known as Ed-Flex. My proposal ex-
tends that authority to all states. Under Ed-
Flex, states can grant schools waivers of cer-
tain federal requirements that, while intending
to assist, actually inhibit the school’s ability to
improve educational opportunities for its stu-
dents. For example, in Ohio, the program was
used to significantly reduce paperwork for
schools, school districts, and the state edu-
cation agency. In addition, the state granted
two statewide waivers. Each of these required
school districts to describe the specific regu-
latory barrier, show how the removal of the
barrier will benefit students, and describe a
plan to evaluate the waiver’s effect on teach-
ing and learning. The time saved on complet-
ing applications frees up staff time to address
more substantive and crucial needs of the stu-
dents.

Texas has successfully used Ed-Flex waiver
authority to improve student performance
through more than 4,000 programmatic and
administrative waivers, such as permitting
schools to offer school-wide Title I programs,
changing the priorities for professional devel-
opment activities under the Eisenhower Pro-
fessional Development program, and reducing
paperwork for schools. After only two years of
implementation, preliminary statewide results
on the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills
show that districts with waivers outperformed
districts without waivers 87 percent to 84 per-
cent in reading and 82.6 percent to 80.2 per-
cent in math. For African-American students,
the gains were even bigger. For example, at
Westlawn Elementary School in La Marque,
Texas, African-American students improved al-
most 23 percent over their 1996 math test
scores with 82 percent of students passing.
The statewide average was 64 percent.

Maryland, another Ed-Flex state, used its
waiver authority to reduce student-teacher ra-
tios for students with the greatest need in
math and science from 25 to 1 to 12 to 1.
Under the Howard County waiver, the school
will provide additional instruction time in read-
ing and math and increase each student’s
time on task. The State holds schools ac-
countable through performance on the Mary-
land School Performance Assessment Pro-
gram. Ed-Flex allows schools to tailor waivers
to meet their individual needs. I believe all
States should have the opportunity to obtain
similar improvements in their regulatory proc-
ess and, more importantly, in academic
achievement.

In response to a report released by the
General Accounting Office on the Ed-Flex
demonstration project, my proposal strength-
ens accountability in the program by ensuring
that states demonstrate that student perform-
ance improves through the use of waivers and
adds to the list of programs eligible for waiver
under Ed-Flex. My proposal also ensures that
states do not issue waivers to allow schools to
participate in Title I that are more than 5 per-
cent below the average poverty rate—thereby
maintaining targeted funding for disadvan-
taged children.

Ed-Flex facilitates a seamless system of
services for students because the federal and
state programs can be well coordinated. In
testimony and reports submitted to Congress
by the U.S. Department of Education, states
gave examples of how Ed-Flex has given
them not only greater flexibility, but also the

ability to set even higher expectations for stu-
dent performance—by asking for a higher
level of accountability in exchange for Ed-Flex
waivers. In addition, by enacting this legisla-
tion now, the immediate experiences of the
States can help Congress identify the areas of
federal regulatory burden for school districts.
We can then address these problems during
the reauthorization of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act. Ed-Flex will allow our
schools to work more creatively in meeting
student needs while ensuring that important
Federal education priorities remain in effect.
f

THE LINE-ITEM VETO
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT

HON. BILL ARCHER
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, today I am in-
troducing a joint resolution to amend the Con-
stitution in order to give the President line-item
veto authority on appropriations approved by
Congress. I first introduced this resolution dur-
ing the 99th Congress. As the Supreme Court
confirmed on June 25, 1998 in ruling that the
1996 Line Item Veto Act was unconstitutional,
a constitutional amendment is indeed nec-
essary.

During this era of ‘‘as far as the eye can
see’’ surpluses, I am deeply concerned that
our commitment to fiscal discipline will be
eaten away. The ‘‘desire’’ to cut spending may
no longer be enough to fight the Washington
spending machine. Last year’s 40-pound,
4000-page, $520 billion ‘‘omnibus’’ spending
bill is compelling evidence of this point.

President Clinton’s FY2000 budget was an
even further retreat from his earlier claim that
the ‘‘era of big government is over.’’ Without
any thought of giving back some of the sur-
plus to the people who put it there, President
Clinton called for more than $200 billion in
new domestic spending over 5 years, includ-
ing nearly 40 new mandatory programs and
almost 80 new discretionary programs. How
does he propose to pay for this spending
spree? $108 billion in new taxes and fees!

Obviously, a fixed mechanism to fight un-
necessary and abusive spending must be put
in place. A constitutional line-item veto amend-
ment must be adopted—to restore fiscal dis-
cipline to the Federal Government and to save
the well-being of our Nation. I want American
Presidents to have the tools they need (just
like the governors of 43 States) to resist the
inevitable pressures to spend our Nation’s as-
sets.
f

A TRIBUTE TO BRIGADIER GEN-
ERAL ROGER W. SCEARCE, USA

HON. BILL McCOLLUM
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
in tribute to a great General, a great leader, a
great soldier and citizen from my home state
of Florida, Brigadier General Roger W.
Scearce, on the occasion of his retirement
from the United States Army. On this day, he
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deserves our gratitude and our respect for his
28 years of dedicated and honorable service
to his country.

General Scearce represents the finest at-
tributes of United States military service—he is
a true example for all to emulate. He pro-
gressed through the ranks to achieve the most
senior position in the Army Finance Corps. He
has seen the battlefield of Desert Storm, and
served in every clime and place throughout
the globe.

For some people, democracy is simple arith-
metic; their citizenship is a matter of addition
and subtraction. They are experts at taking
from others but strangers to giving to others.
By contrast, General Scearce has selflessly
give his time and talents to the United States.
He has worn the badge of citizen-soldier, and
by his act of patriotism, made that a badge of
honor.

I am personally grateful for what General
Scearce and his family have sacrificed over
the years, a sacrifice so many of us take for
granted. To support and defend the Constitu-
tion of the United States is sometimes a
thankless deed, but it is the glue that holds
our country together. Service to this great na-
tion is a time-honored tradition that few of our
citizens will ever undertake or understand. So
from the bottom of my heart, thank you, Gen-
eral Scearce.

I am happy and proud to join Roger’s family,
friends, and colleagues, indeed all of America,
when I say congratulations to you and your

family upon your retirement from the U.S.
Army after 28 years of dedicated service.

f

INTRODUCTION OF RESOLUTION
ON GREEK SOVEREIGNTY OVER
THE ISLETS OF IMIA

HON. FRANK PALLONE, JR.
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 23, 1999

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, on December
25, 1995 a Turkish bulk carrier ran ashore on
the islets of Imia, one of two uninhabited islets
which are part of the Dodecanese islands
group in the Aegean Sea. This incident nearly
escalated into armed conflict between NATO
allies Turkey and Greece due to Turkey’s bel-
ligerent claim that the islets, which are sov-
ereign Greek territory, belonged to Turkey.

Hostilities were avoided after the Greek gov-
ernment refused to attack a detachment of
Turkish commandos who had been dispatched
to the islets and President Clinton personally
intervened to help defuse the crisis.

Despite Turkey’s continued insistence that
the islets are Turkish territories, the historical
record on this issue is clear. The Dodecanese
islands group was ceded by Turkey to Italy in
the Lausanne Treaty of 1923. The boundaries
delineating the exact sovereignty between Tur-

key and the islands group were finalized in a
December 1932 protocol between Turkey and
Italy. That protocol, which was annexed to the
Convention Between Italy and Turkey for the
Delimitation of Anatolia and the Island of
Castellorizio, placed the islets of Imia under
the sovereignty of Italy. In the 1947 Paris
Treaty of Peace with Italy, Italy ceded the Do-
decanese islands group to Greece.

The legal status of the Dodecanese islands
group remained unchallenged by Turkey until
its bulk carrier ran aground in late 1995 and
Ankara began making its unfounded claims in
1996. Today, Turkey continues to promote in-
stability in the region by ignoring the historical
record with its claim of sovereignty over the is-
lets of Imia.

This unfounded claim should not go unno-
ticed by Congress. To that end, today I am in-
troducing a resolution that documents the his-
torical record establishing Greek sovereignty
over the Dodecanese islands group and ex-
presses the sense of the Congress that: the
islets of Imia in the Aegean sea are sovereign
territory of Greece under international law; and
Turkey should agree to bring this matter be-
fore the International Court of Justice at The
Hague, Netherlands, for a resolution.

I encourage all Members to join me in re-
affirming Greek sovereignty over the islets,
protecting the rule of international law, and ad-
vocating a peaceful settlement to this matter
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Daily Digest
Senate

Chamber Action
Routine Proceedings, pages S1743–S1846
Measures Introduced: Eight bills and three resolu-
tions were introduced, as follows: S. 440–447, S.J.
Res. 11–12, and S. Res. 48.                         Pages S1801–02

Measures Reported: Reports were made as follows:
S. 314, to provide for a loan guarantee program

to address the Year 2000 computer problems of
small business concerns. (S. Rept. No. 106–5)
                                                                                            Page S1801

Measures Passed:
District of Columbia Management Restoration

Act: Senate passed H.R. 433, to restore the manage-
ment and personnel authority of the Mayor of the
District of Columbia.                                               Page S1844

Soldiers’, Sailors’, Airmen’s and Marines’ Bill of
Rights Act: Senate continued consideration of S. 4,
to improve pay and retirement equity for members
of the Armed Forces, taking action on the following
amendments proposed thereto:
                                                                Pages S1746–62, S1764–71

Adopted:
By 87 yeas to 11 nays, 1 voting present (Vote No.

20), Crapo Amendment No. 9, to repeal the reduc-
tion in military retired pay for civilian employees of
the Federal Government.                                Pages S1748–56

Enzi Amendment No. 11, to make a limitation on
tuition assistance for members of the Armed Forces
inapplicable to members deployed in support of a
contingency operation or similar operation.
                                                                                            Page S1756

Robb Amendment No. 8, to increase the amount
of certain bonuses and special pays and to authorize
payment of certain additional special pays and bo-
nuses.                                                                        Pages S1756–57

Robb Amendment No. 15, to improve the avia-
tion career officers special pay.                    Pages S1758–59

Cleland Amendment No. 4, to provide for a
three-year extension of authorities relating to pay-
ment of certain bonuses and special pays.
                                                                                    Pages S1761–62

Wellstone/Murray Amendment No. 16, to provide
for enhanced protections of the confidentiality of

records of family advocacy services and other profes-
sional support services relating to incidents of sexual
harassment, sexual abuse, and intrafamily abuse.
                                                                                    Pages S1765–66

By a unanimous vote of 100 yeas (Vote No. 21),
Hutchison Amendment No. 18, to improve the
TRICARE program.                                          Pages S1767–69

Pending:
Sarbanes/Warner Amendment No. 19, to express

the sense of Congress that there should continue to
be parity between the adjustments in the compensa-
tion of members of the uniformed services and the
adjustments in the compensation of civilian employ-
ees of the United States.                                         Page S1770

Cleland Amendment No. 6, to permit members of
the Ready Reserve to contribute to the Thrift Sav-
ings Plan for compensation attributable to their serv-
ice in the Ready Reserve.                               Pages S1770–71

A unanimous-consent agreement was reached pro-
viding for further consideration of the bill and pro-
posed amendments thereto, with votes to occur on
the pending amendments.                                      Page S1769

Messages from the President: Senate received the
following message from the President of the United
States:

A message from the President of the United States
transmitting, a report concerning a Western Hemi-
sphere Drug Alliance; referred to the Committee on
Foreign Relations. (PM–9).                                   Page S1800

Appointments:
Parents Advisory Council on Youth Drug Abuse:

The Chair, on behalf of the Democratic Leader, pur-
suant to Public Law 105–277, announced the ap-
pointment of the following individuals to serve as
members of the Parents Advisory Council on Youth
Drug Abuse:

Darcy L. Jensen, of South Dakota (Representative
of Non-Profit Organization), and Dr. Lynn McDon-
ald, of Wisconsin.                                                      Page S1844

Nominations Received: Senate received the follow-
ing nominations:

Paula J. Dobriansky, of Virginia, to be a Member
of the United States Advisory Commission on Public
Diplomacy for a term expiring July 1, 2001.
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George T. Frampton, Jr., of the District of Co-
lumbia, to be a Member of the Council on Environ-
mental Quality.

Captain Nicholas A. Prahl, NOAA for appoint-
ment to the grade of Rear Admiral (O–7), while
serving in a position of importance and responsibil-
ity as Director, Atlantic and Pacific Marine Centers,
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
under the provisions of Title 33, United States Code,
Section 853u.

2 Air Force nominations in the rank of general.
2 Army nominations in the rank of general.
23 Navy nominations in the rank of admiral.
A routine list in the Foreign Service.

                                                                                    Pages S1845–46

Messages From the President:                        Page S1800

Messages From the House:                               Page S1800

Communications:                                             Pages S1800–01

Statements on Introduced Bills:            Pages S1802–24

Additional Cosponsors:                               Pages S1824–25

Amendments Submitted:                           Pages S1825–30

Notices of Hearings:                                              Page S1830

Authority for Committees:                        Pages S1830–31

Additional Statements:                                Pages S1831–44

Record Votes: Two record votes were taken today.
(Total—21)                                                    Pages S1755, S1769

Adjournment: Senate convened at 10:30 a.m. and
adjourned at 6:26 p.m., until 9:30 a.m. on Wednes-
day February 24, 1999. (For Senate’s program, see
the remarks of the Acting Majority Leader in today’s
Record on page S1844.)

Committee Meetings
(Committees not listed did not meet)

APPROPRIATIONS—HHS/NIH
Committee on Appropriations:Subcommittee Labor,
Health and Human Services, Education and Related
Agencies held hearings on proposed budget estimates
for fiscal year 2000 for the Department of Health
and Human Services, including the National Insti-
tutes of Health, receiving testimony from Donna
Shalala, Secretary of Health and Human Services;
and Harold Varmus, Director, National Institutes of
Health, Department of Health and Human Services,
who was accompanied by several of his associates.

Subcommittee recessed subject to call.

MONETARY POLICY/FINANCIAL SERVICES
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs:
Committee held oversight hearings on the Federal
Reserve’s semi-annual Humphrey-Hawkins monetary

policy report and on proposed legislation to enhance
competition in the financial services industry by pro-
viding a prudential framework for the affiliation of
banks, securities firms, and other financial service
providers, receiving testimony from Alan Greenspan,
Chairman, Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System.

Hearings will continue tomorrow.

SOCIAL SECURITY AND MEDICARE
Committee on the Budget: Committee concluded hear-
ings on elements of the framework for Social Secu-
rity and Medicare in the President’s proposed budget
for fiscal year 2000, including reform principles,
program structure, trust fund accounting, budget
surpluses and debt reduction, general revenue pay-
ments, private sector investments, demographics, and
Universal Savings Accounts, after receiving testi-
mony from Dan L. Crippen, Director, Congressional
Budget Office; and David M. Walker, Comptroller
General, General Accounting Office.

SATELLITE TV ACT
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation:
Committee concluded hearings on S. 303, to amend
the Communications Act of 1934 to enhance the
ability of direct broadcast satellite and other multi-
channel video providers to compete effectively with
cable television systems, after receiving testimony
from Andrew S. Fisher, Cox Broadcasting Company,
Atlanta, Georgia, on behalf of the National Associa-
tion of Broadcasters; Eddy W. Hartenstein,
DIRECTV, Inc., El Segundo, California; and Gene
Kimmelman, Consumers Union, Washington, D.C.

SUBCOMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: On
Friday, February 12, committee announced the fol-
lowing subcommittee assignments:

Subcommittee on Aviation: Senators Gorton
(Chairman), Stevens, Burns, Lott, Hutchison,
Ashcroft, Frist, Snowe, Brownback, Abraham,
Rockefeller, Hollings, Inouye, Bryan, Breaux, Dor-
gan, Wyden, and Cleland.

Subcommittee on Communications: Senators
Burns (Chairman), Stevens, Gorton, Lott, Ashcroft,
Hutchison, Abraham, Frist, Brownback, Hollings,
Inouye, Kerry, Breaux, Rockefeller, Dorgan, Wyden,
and Cleland.

Subcommittee on Consumer Affairs, Foreign
Commerce and Tourism: Senators Ashcroft (Chair-
man), Gorton, Abraham, Burns, Brownback, Bryan,
and Breaux.

Subcommittee on Manufacturing and Competi-
tiveness: Senators Abraham (Chairman), Snowe,
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Ashcroft, Frist, Brownback, Dorgan, Bryan, Hol-
lings, and Rockefeller.

Subcommittee on Oceans and Fisheries: Senators
Snowe (Chair), Stevens, Gorton, Hutchison, Kerry,
Inouye, and Breaux.

Subcommittee on Science, Technology, and Space:
Senators Frist (Chairman), Burns, Hutchison, Ste-
vens, Abraham, Breaux, Rockefeller, Kerry, and Dor-
gan.

Subcommittee on Surface Transportation and
Merchant Marine: Senators Hutchison (Chair), Ste-
vens, Burns, Snowe, Frist, Abraham, Ashcroft,
Brownback, Inouye, Breaux, Dorgan, Bryan, Wyden,
and Cleland.

U.S. TRADE AGREEMENT COMPLIANCE
Committee on Finance: Committee concluded hearings
to examine issues of international dispute settlement
and domestic enforcement measures relating to
United States trade agreement compliance, including
the World Trade Organization, bilateral agreements,
U.S. trade laws, North American Free Trade Agree-
ment, and the beef, distilled spirits, and banana in-

dustries, after receiving testimony from David L.
Aaron, Under Secretary of Commerce for Inter-
national Trade; Susan G. Esserman, General Counsel,
Office of the U.S. Trade Representative; Jeffrey M.
Lange, Wilmer, Cutler and Pickering, former U.S.
Deputy Trade Representative, Charles D. Lambert,
National Cattlemen’s Beef Association, Mark Z. Orr,
Distilled Spirits Council of the United States, Inc.,
and Ira Wolf, all of Washington, D.C.; and Dennis
Doyle, Chiquita Brands International, Cincinnati,
Ohio.

EDUCATION REFORM
Committee on Health, Education, Labor and Pensions:
Committee concluded hearings on elementary and
secondary education reform initiatives at the state
level and the view of state governors on the proper
role of the federal government in education, after re-
ceiving testimony from Senator Voinovich; New Jer-
sey Governor Christine Todd Whitman, Trenton;
Michigan Governor John Engler, Lansing; Pennsyl-
vania Governor Tom Ridge, Harrisburg; and Mary-
land Governor Parris N. Glendening, Annapolis.

h

House of Representatives
Chamber Action
Bills Introduced: 46 public bills, H.R. 768–813; 1
private bill, H.R. 814; and 11 resolutions, H.J. Res.
30–32, H. Con. Res. 35–36, and H. Res. 73–74,
78–81, were introduced.                                   Pages H714–16

Reports Filed: Reports were filed as follows:
H.R. 669, to amend the Peace Corps Act to au-

thorize appropriations for fiscal years 2000 through
2003 to carry out that Act (H. Rept. 106–18);

H.R. 434, to authorize a new trade and invest-
ment policy for sub-Sahara Africa, amended (H.
Rept. 106–19 part 1);

H.R. 92, to designate the Federal building and
United States courthouse located at 251 North Main
Street in Winston-Salem, North Carolina, as the
‘‘Hiram H. Ward Federal Building and United
States Courthouse’’ (H. Rept. 106–20);

H.R. 158, to designate the Federal Courthouse lo-
cated at 316 North 26th Street in Billings, Mon-
tana, as the ‘‘James F. Battin Federal Courthouse,’’
amended (H. Rept. 106–21);

H.R. 233, to designate the Federal building lo-
cated at 700 East San Antonio Street in El Paso,
Texas, as the ‘‘Richard C. White Federal Building’’
(H. Rept. 106–22);

H.R. 396, to designate the Federal building lo-
cated at 1301 Clay Street in Oakland, California, as
the ‘‘Ronald V. Dellums Federal Building’’ (H.
Rept. 106–23);

H.R. 514, to amend the Communications Act of
1934 to strengthen and clarify prohibitions on elec-
tronic eavesdropping (H. Rept. 106–24);

H.R. 438, to promote and enhance public safety
through use of 911 as the universal emergency as-
sistance number, amended (H. Rept. 106–25);

H. Res. 75, providing for consideration of H.R.
409, to improve the effectiveness and performance of
Federal financial assistance programs, simplify Fed-
eral financial assistance application and reporting re-
quirements, and improve the delivery of services to
the public (H. Rept. 106–26);

H. Res. 76, providing for consideration of H.R.
438, to promote and enhance public safety through
use of 911 as the universal emergency assistance
number (H. Rept. 106–27);

H. Res. 77, providing for consideration of H.R.
514, to amend the Communications Act of 1934 to
strengthen and clarify prohibitions on electronic
eavesdropping (H. Rept. 106–28); and
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H.R. 416, to provide for the rectification of cer-
tain retirement coverage errors affecting Federal em-
ployees (H. Rept. 106–29 Part 1).             Pages H713–14

Speaker Pro Tempore: Read a letter from the
Speaker wherein he designated Representative
Stearns act as Speaker pro tempore for today.
                                                                                              Page H659

Recess: The House recessed at 1:06 p.m. and recon-
vened at 2:00 p.m.                                                      Page H663

George Washington Birthday: Agreed that the re-
marks made by Representatives Wolf and Moran at
the wreath-laying ceremony at the Washington
Monument for the observance of George Washing-
ton’s birthday be inserted in today’s Congressional
Record.                                                                              Page H664

Committee Resignation: Read a letter from Rep-
resentative Sisisky wherein he requested a leave of
absence from the Committee on Small Business.
Without objection, the resignation from the Com-
mittee was accepted.                                                   Page H663

Suspensions: The House agreed to suspend the rules
and pass the following measures:

Parks and Public Lands: H.R. 149, amended, to
make technical corrections to the Omnibus Parks
and Public Lands Management Act of 1996. Agreed
to amend the title;                                              Pages H666–68

Hiram H. Ward Federal Building and Court-
house: H.R. 92, to designate the Federal building
and United States courthouse located at 251 North
Main Street in Winston-Salem, North Carolina, as
the ‘‘Hiram H. Ward Federal Building and United
States Courthouse;’’                                             Pages H672–73

James F. Battin United States Courthouse: H.R.
158, amended, to designate the Federal Courthouse
located at 316 North 26th Street in Billings, Mon-
tana, as the ‘‘James F. Battin Federal Courthouse.’’
Agreed to amend the title;                              Pages H673–74

Richard C. White Federal Building: H.R. 233,
to designate the Federal building located at 700 East
San Antonio Street in El Paso, Texas, as the ‘‘Rich-
ard C. White Federal Building;’’                 Pages H674–76

Ronald V. Dellums Federal Building: H.R. 396,
to designate the Federal building located at 1301
Clay Street in Oakland, California, as the ‘‘Ronald V.
Dellums Federal Building;’’                            Pages H676–78

New Jersey Coastal Heritage Trail: H.R. 171,
to authorize appropriations for the Coastal Heritage
Trail Route in New Jersey (passed by yea and nay
vote of 394 yeas to 21 nays, Roll No. 22); and
                                                                          Pages H668–70, H678

Designating Segments of the Sudbury, Assabet,
and Concord Rivers in Massachusetts as Wild and

Scenic Rivers: H.R. 193, amended, to designate a
portion of the Sudbury, Assabet, and Concord Rivers
as a component of the National Wild and Scenic
Rivers System (passed by a yea and nay vote of 395
yeas to 22 nays, Roll No. 23).           Pages H670–71, H679

Committee Seniority: The House agreed to H. Res.
73 specifying that Representative Portman shall rank
immediately following Representative Camp on the
Committee on Standards.                                         Page H679

Presidential Message—Western Hemisphere
Drug Alliance: Read a message from the President
wherein he transmitted his report on the Western
Hemisphere Drug Alliance—referred to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.                       Page H680

Senate Messages: Messages received by the Clerk
from the Senate on February 12 and February 16 ap-
pear on pages H663–64.
Amendments: Amendments ordered printed pursu-
ant to the rule appear on pages H718–21.
Quorum Calls—Votes: Two yea and nay votes de-
veloped during the proceedings of the House today
and appear on pages H678 and H679. There were
no quorum calls.
Adjournment: The House met at 12:30 p.m. and
adjourned at 8:07 p.m.

Committee Meetings
AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT,
FDA APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Agri-
culture, Rural Development, Food and Drug Admin-
istration, and Related Agencies held a hearing on
FDA. Testimony was heard from Jane Henney,
M.D., Commissioner, FDA, Department of Health
and Human Services.

LABOR-HHS-EDUCATION
APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Labor,
Health and Human Services, and Education held a
hearing on Health Resources and Services Adminis-
tration, on the Administration for Children and
Families and on the Administration on Aging. Testi-
mony was heard from the following officials of the
Department of Health and Human Services: Claud
E. Fox, M.D., Administrator, Health Resources and
Services Administration; and Olivia Golden, Assist-
ant Secretary, Administration for Children and Fami-
lies.

TRANSPORTATION APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Trans-
portation held a hearing on Surface Transportation
Safety. Testimony was heard from Phyllis
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Scheinberg, Associate Director, Transportation
Issues, GAO; Jim Hall, Chairman, National Trans-
portation Safety Board; and the following officials of
the Department of Transportation: Kenneth Mead,
Inspector General; Kenneth Wykle, Administrator,
Federal Highway Administration; Ricardo Martinez,
Administrator, National Highway Traffic Safety Ad-
ministration; and Charles Hunnicutt, Assistant Sec-
retary, Aviation and International Affairs, Office of
the Secretary; and public witnesses.

TREASURY, POSTAL SERVICE, AND
GENERAL GOVERNMENT APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Treas-
ury, Postal Service, and General Government held a
hearing on Treasury Law Enforcement. Testimony
was heard from the following officials of the Depart-
ment of the Treasury: James E. Johnson, Under Sec-
retary, Enforcement; Bruce J. Bowen, Acting Direc-
tor, U.S. Secret Service; W. Ralph Basham, Director,
Federal Law Enforcement Training Center; John W.
Magaw, Director, Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and
Firearms; and Raymond Kelly, Commissioner, U.S.
Customs Service.

VA-HUD-INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on VA,
HUD, and Independent Agencies held a hearing on
the Consumer Product Commission, the Consumer
Information Center and on the Office of Inspector
General, FDIC. Testimony was heard from the fol-
lowing officials of the Consumer Product Safety
Commission: Ann Brown, Chairman; Mary Sheila
Gall, Vice Chairman; and Thomas H. Moore, Com-
missioner; the following officials of the GSA: Teresa
Nasif, Director, Consumer Information Center, Beth
Newberger, Associate Administrator, Public Affairs;
and Bill Early, Director of Budget; and Gaston
Gianni, Jr., Inspector General, FDIC.

DEFENSE INFORMATION SUPERIORITY
AND INFORMATION ASSURANCE
Committee on Armed Services: Subcommittee on Mili-
tary Procurement and the Subcommittee on Military
Research and Development held a joint hearing on
Defense Information Superiority and Information As-
surance. Testimony was heard from the following of-
ficials of the Department of Defense: John Hamre,
Deputy Secretary; Art Money, Senior Civilian Offi-
cial, Assistant Secretary (Command, Control, Com-
munications and Intelligence); Adm. Archie R.
Clemins, USN, Commander-in-Chief, Pacific Fleet;
Vice Adm. Arthur K. Cebrowski, USN, President,
Naval War College; Lt. Gen. John L. Woodward,
USAF, Director, Command, Control, Communica-
tions and Computers Systems, The Joint Staff; Lt.

Gen. William H. Campbell, USA, Director, Infor-
mation Systems, Command, Control, and Computers,
Department of the Army; Vice Adm. Robert J.
Natter, USN, Director, Space, Information Warfare,
Command and Control, Department of the Navy; Lt.
Gen. William J. Donahue, USAF, Director, Head-
quarters Communications and Information, Depart-
ment of the Air Force; and Lt. Gen. John E. Rhodes,
USMC, Commanding General, Marine Corps Com-
bat Development Command, U.S. Marine Corps.

VOLUNTEER FIREFIGHTERS—IMPACT OF
FAIR LABOR STANDARDS ACT
Committee on Education and the Workforce: Subcommit-
tee on Workforce Protections held a hearing on Im-
pact of the Fair Labor Standards Act on Volunteer
Firefighters. Testimony was heard from Representa-
tive Bateman; and public witnesses.

Y2K TECHNOLOGY CHALLENGE: WILL THE
POSTAL SERVICES DELIVER?
Committee on Government Reform, Subcommittee on the
Postal Service, the Subcommittee on Government
Management, Information, and Technology, and the
Subcommittee on Technology of the Committee on
Science held a joint hearing on ‘‘Y2K Technology
Challenge: Will the Postal Services Deliver?’’ Testi-
mony was heard from the following officials of the
U.S. Postal Service: Karla W. Corcoran, Inspector
General; and Norman E. Lorentz, Senior Vice Presi-
dent and Chief Technology Officer; and Jack L.
Brock, Director, Governmentwide and Defense Infor-
mation Systems, Accounting and Information Man-
agement Division, GAO.

OVERSIGHT—MINING, THE AMERICAN
ECONOMIC AND NATIONAL SECURITY
Committee on Resources: Subcommittee on Energy and
Mineral Resources held an oversight hearing on Min-
ing, the American Economy and National Security—
The Role of Public Lands in Maintaining a National
Asset. Testimony was heard from the following offi-
cials of the U.S. Geological Service, Department of
the Interior: Michael J. McKinley and W. David
Menzie, both with the Minerals Information Team;
and public witnesses.

OVERSIGHT—FOREST SERVICE BUDGET;
EMIGRANT WILDERNESS PRESERVATION
ACT
Committee on Resources: Subcommittee on Forests and
Forest Health held an oversight hearing on the For-
est Service Budget for Fiscal Year 2000. Testimony
was heard from the following officials of the USDA:
James R. Lyons, Under Secretary, Natural Resources
and Environment; and Mike Dombeck, Chief, Forest
Service.
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The Subcommittee also held a hearing on H.R.
359, Emigrant Wilderness Preservation Act of 1999.
Testimony was heard from Gloria Manning, Acting
Deputy Chief, National Forest System, Forest Serv-
ice, USDA; and public witnesses.

WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS AND PUBLIC
SAFETY ACT
Committee on Rules: Granted, by voice vote, an open
rule providing 1 hour of debate on H.R. 438, Wire-
less Communications and Public Safety Act of 1999.
The rule waives points of order against consideration
of the bill for failure to comply with clause 4(a) of
rule XIII (requiring a three-day layover of the com-
mittee report). The rule makes in order the Commit-
tee on Commerce amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute now printed in the bill as an original bill for
the purpose of amendment and provides that each
section shall be considered as read. The rule author-
izes the Chair to accord priority in recognition to
Members who have pre-printed their amendments in
the Congressional Record. The rule allows for the
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole to post-
pone votes during consideration of the bill, and to
reduce voting time to five minutes on a postponed
question if the vote follows a fifteen minute vote. Fi-
nally, the rule provides one motion to recommit
with or without instructions. Testimony was heard
from Representatives Tauzin and Markey.

WIRELESS PRIVACY ENHANCEMENT ACT
Committee on Rules: Granted, by voice vote, an open
rule providing 1 hour of debate on H.R. 514, Wire-
less Privacy Enhancement Act of 1999. The rule
waives points of order against consideration of the
bill for failure to comply with clause 4(a) of rule
XIII (requiring a three-day layover of the committee
report). The rule further provides that each section
of the bill shall be considered as read. The rule au-
thorizes the Chair to accord priority in recognition
to Members who have pre-printed their amendments
in the Congressional Record. The rule allows for the
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole to post-
pone votes during consideration of the bill, and to
reduce voting time to five minutes on a postponed
question if the vote follows a fifteen minute vote. Fi-
nally, the rule provides one motion to recommit
with or without instructions. Testimony was heard
from Representatives Tauzin and Markey.

FEDERAL FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE
MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT ACT;
BUDGET VIEWS AND ESTIMATES
Committee on Rules: Granted, by voice vote, an open
rule providing 1 hour of debate on H.R. 409, Fed-
eral Financial Assistance Management Improvement
Act of 1999. The rule further provides that each sec-

tion of the bill shall be considered as read. The rule
authorizes the Chair to accord priority in recognition
to Members who have pre-printed their amendments
in the Congressional Record. The rule allows for the
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole to post-
pone votes during consideration of the bill, and to
reduce voting time to five minutes on a postponed
question if the vote follows a fifteen minute vote. Fi-
nally, the rule provides one motion to recommit
with or without instructions. Testimony was heard
from Representatives Horn, Portman, and Turner.

The Committee also adopted Committee Budget
Views and Estimates for Fiscal Year 2000 for sub-
mission to the Committee on the Budget.

OVERSIGHT—NATIONAL EARTHQUAKE
HAZARDS REDUCTION PROGRAM
AUTHORIZATION
Committee on Science: Subcommittee on Basic Research
held an oversight hearing on National Earthquake
Hazards Reduction Program reauthorization. Testi-
mony was heard from Michael J. Armstrong, Associ-
ate Director, Mitigation, FEMA; P. Patrick Leahy,
Chief Geologist, U.S. Geological Survey, Department
of the Interior; Joseph Bordogna, Acting Deputy Di-
rector, NSF; Raymond Kammer, Director, National
Institute for Standards and Technology, Department
of Commerce; and public witnesses.

CLEAN WATER ACT—GOVERNORS’
PERSPECTIVES
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure: Sub-
committee on Water Resources and Environment
held a hearing on Governors’ Perspectives on the
Clean Water Act. Testimony was heard from the fol-
lowing Governors: George E. Pataki, State of New
York; Jim Geringer, State of Wyoming; and Parris
N. Glendening, State of Maryland.

CONGRESSIONAL COMMISSION ON
SERVICEMEMBERS AND VETERANS
TRANSITION ASSISTANCE REPORT
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs: Held a hearing to re-
ceive the Report of the Congressional Commission
on Servicemembers and Veterans Transition Assist-
ance. Testimony was heard from Anthony J.
Principi, Chairman, Congressional Commission on
Servicemembers and Veterans Transition Assistance;
and former Senator Robert Dole of Kansas.

PRESIDENT’S SOCIAL SECURITY
FRAMEWORK
Committee on Ways and Means: Held a hearing on the
President’s Social Security Framework. Testimony
was heard from Jacob J. Lew, Director, OMB; Ken-
neth Apfel, Commissioner, SSA; David M. Walker,
Comptroller General, GAO; the following officials of
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the CBO: Dan L. Crippen, Director; and Barry B.
Anderson, Deputy Director; Edward Gramlich,
member, Board of Governors, Federal Reserve Sys-
tem; and public witnesses.

RUSSIAN DEVELOPMENTS: AN
INTELLIGENCE UPDATE BRIEFING
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence: Met in execu-
tive session to receive a briefing on Russian Develop-
ments: An Intelligence Update. The Committee was
briefed by departmental witnesses.
f

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR
WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 24, 1999
(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated)

Senate
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry: to hold

oversight hearings on activities of the Department of Ag-
riculture, 9:30 a.m., SR–332.

Committee on Armed Services: Subcommittee on Readiness
and Management Support, to hold hearings on the na-
tional security ramifications of the Year 2000 computer
problems, 9:30 a.m., SH–216.

Subcommittee on Personnel, to hold hearings on pro-
posed legislation authorizing funds for fiscal year 2000
for the Department of Defense and for the future years
defense program, focusing on recruiting and retention
policies within DOD and the Military Services, 2 p.m.,
SR–222.

Subcommittee on Strategic, to hold hearings on na-
tional missile defense programs and policies, in review of
the Defense Authorization Request for Fiscal Year 2000
and the Future Years Defense Program, 2 p.m.,
SR–232A.

Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: to
hold hearings on proposed legislation to enhance competi-
tion in the financial services industry by providing a pru-
dential framework for the affiliation of banks, securities
firms, and other financial service providers, 10 a.m.,
SD–106.

Committee on the Budget: to hold hearings on national
defense budget issues, 2 p.m., SD–608.

Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: Sub-
committee on Oceans and Fisheries, to hold hearings on
the proposed budget request for fiscal year 2000 for the
United States Coast Guard, Department of Transpor-
tation, 2:30 p.m., SR–253.

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: Subcommittee
on National Parks, Historic Preservation, and Recreation,
to hold oversight hearings on the President’s proposed
budget request for fiscal year 2000 for National Park
Service programs and operations, 2 p.m., SD–366.

Committee on Environment and Public Works: to hold hear-
ings to examine the President’s proposed budget request
for fiscal year 2000 for the Environmental Protection
Agency, 9 a.m., SD–406.

Subcommittee on Clean Air, Wetlands, Private Prop-
erty, and Nuclear Safety, to hold hearings on potential

year 2000 issues relative to the nuclear industry and
chemical safety, 2:15 p.m., SH–216.

Committee on Finance: to hold hearings on the current
status, availability and effectiveness of tax-favored retire-
ment savings vehicles, including IRA’s, 401(k)s, 403(b)s
and 457 plans, 10 a.m., SD–215.

Committee on Foreign Relations: to hold hearings to exam-
ine the President’s proposed budget request for fiscal year
2000 for foreign assistance programs, 11 a.m., SD–419.

Subcommittee on European Affairs, to hold hearings on
anti-semitism in Russia, 2 p.m., SD–419.

Committee on Governmental Affairs: to hold hearings on
the future of the Independent Counsel Act, 10 a.m.,
SD–342.

Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions: to
hold hearings on balancing the needs of medical research
and confidentiality, 9:30 a.m., SD–430.

Committee on Indian Affairs: to hold hearings on the
President’s proposed budget request for fiscal year 2000
for Indian programs, 9 a.m., SR–485.

United States Senate Caucus on International Narcotics Con-
trol: to hold hearings to examine United States-Mexican
counter narcotics efforts, 9 a.m., SD–628.

House
Committee on Agriculture, Subcommittee on Department

Operations, Oversight, Nutrition, and Forestry, hearing
to review Forest Service forest health maps, 10 a.m., 1300
Longworth.

Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on Agri-
culture, Rural Development, Food and Drug Administra-
tion, and Related Agencies, on Natural Resources and
Environment, 1 p.m., 2362–A Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice, State, and Judici-
ary, on Embassy Security, 10 a.m., 2237 Rayburn, and on
Bureau of Prisons, 2 p.m., H–309 Capitol.

Subcommittee on Defense, executive, on fiscal year
2000 Intelligence Budget, 9:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m.,
H–140 Capitol.

Subcommittee on Foreign Operations, Export Financ-
ing and Related Programs, on Hurricane Mitch Supple-
mental, 9:30 a.m., 2212 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Interior, on Secretary of Energy, 10
a.m., and on Secretary of the Interior, 1 p.m., B–308
Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Labor, Heath and Human Services,
and Education, on Director, NIH, 10 a.m., and on Na-
tional Cancer Institute, National Institute on Deafness
and Other Communication Disorders, 2 p.m., 2358 Ray-
burn.

Subcommittee on Treasury, Postal Service, and General
Government, on IRS, 10 a.m., on Bureau of Engraving
and Printing, and on U.S. Mint and Financial Manage-
ment Service, 2 p.m., 2359 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on VA, HUD, Independent Agencies,
on Chemical Safety and Hazard Investigation Board, 9:30
a.m., on Council on Environmental Quality, 10:30 a.m.,
and on American Battle Monuments Commission, 11:30
a.m., H–143 Capitol.
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Committee on Armed Services, to continue hearings on the
fiscal year 2000 National Defense authorization budget
request, 10 a.m., 2118 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Military Procurement, hearing on
aging military equipment, 2 p.m., 2118 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Military Readiness, hearing on the
adequacy of the fiscal year 2000 budget request to meet
critical readiness needs, 2 p.m., 2212 Rayburn.

Committee on Banking and Financial Services, hearing on
Conduct of Monetary Policy, 10 a.m., 2128 Rayburn.

Committee on Commerce, Subcommittee on Energy and
Power, oversight hearing on the Department of Energy’s
Proposed Budget for Fiscal Year 2000, 10 a.m., 2123
Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations, hearing
on Supporting Welfare Reform: Cracking Down on Dead-
beat Parents, 10 a.m., 2322 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Telecommunications, Trade, and
Consumer Protection, hearing on Reauthorization of the
Satellite Home Viewer Act, 2:30 p.m., 2123 Rayburn.

Committee on Education and the Workforce, Subcommittee
on Employer-Employee Relations, hearing on ERISA: A
Quarter Century of Providing Workers Health Insurance,
1:30 p.m., 2175 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations, to
markup the following: ‘‘Report on the Financial, Operat-
ing, and Political Affairs of the International Brotherhood
of Teamsters’’, 10:30 a.m., 2175 Rayburn.

Committee on Government Reform, hearing on Opening the
Mainstream to Complementary and Alternative Medicine.
How much Integration is Really Taking Place?, 10 a.m.,
2154 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, and
Human Resources, hearing on ‘‘New York Mayor Ru-
dolph Guiliani: Winning the War on Drugs and Crime’’,
9 a.m., 2247 Rayburn.

Committee on House Administration, to consider pending
business, 10 a.m., 1310 Longworth.

Committee on International Relations, Subcommittee on
the Western Hemisphere, hearing on Relief Efforts in

Central America in the Aftermath of Hurricane Mitch,
1:30 p.m., 2172 Rayburn.

Committee on Resources, oversight hearing on Contract
Support Costs within Indian Health Service Budget, 11
a.m., 1324 Longworth.

Committee on Rules, to consider H.R. 669, to amend the
Peace Corps Act to authorize appropriations for fiscal
years 2000 through 2003 to carry out that Act, 2:30
p.m., H–313 Capitol.

Committee on Science, Subcommittee on Energy and the
Environment, oversight hearing on Fiscal Year 2000
Budget Authorization Request: NOAA, 2 p.m., 2318
Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics, oversight
hearing on Fiscal Year 2000: NASA Posture, 10 a.m.,
2318 Rayburn.

Committee on Small Business, hearing on the SBA’s Fiscal
Year 2000 Budget request, 10:30 a.m., 2360 Rayburn.

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, Sub-
committee on Coast Guard and Maritime Transportation,
to markup the following: the Coast Guard Authorization
Act of 1999; and the Federal Maritime Commission Au-
thorization Act of 1999, 10 a.m., 2167 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Oversight, Investigations, and Emer-
gency Management, to meet for organizational purposes
and to consider H.R. 707, Disaster Mitigation and Cost
Reduction Act of 1999, 2 p.m., 2253 Rayburn.

Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, Subcommittee on Bene-
fits, hearing on the budget for the Department of Labor
Veterans’ Employment and Training Service, 10 a.m.,
340 Cannon.

Subcommittee on Health, hearing on VA Medical Care
Budget for Fiscal Year 2000, 10 a.m., 334 Cannon.

Committee on Ways and Means, hearing on the Year
2000 Conversion Efforts and Implications for Bene-
ficiaries and Taxpayers, 9 a.m., and to markup Views and
Estimates Letter, 4:30 p.m., 1100 Longworth.

Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, executive, to
meet for organizational purposes, 2:30 p.m., and, execu-
tive, to receive an Informal Demonstration: FBI Investiga-
tive Techniques and Activities, 3 p.m., H–405 Capitol.
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Next Meeting of the SENATE

9:30 a.m., Wednesday, February 24

Senate Chamber

Program for Wednesday: Senate will continue consider-
ation of S. 4, the Soldiers’, Sailors’, Airmen’s, and Ma-
rines’ Bill of Rights Act, with votes to occur on the
pending Sarbanes Amendment No. 19 and Cleland
Amendment No. 6.

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

10 a.m., Wednesday, February 24

House Chamber

Program for Wednesday: Consideration of H.R. 438,
Wireless Communication and Safety Act (open rule, 1
hour of debate);

Consideration of H.R. 436, to Reduce Waste, Fraud,
and Error in Government Programs (open rule, 1 hour of
debate); and

Consideration of H.R. 409, Federal Financial Assist-
ance Management Improvement Act (open rule, 1 hour of
debate).
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Castle, Michael N., Del., E265
Clement, Bob, Tenn., E256, E258
Clyburn, James E., S.C., E264
Coble, Howard, N.C., E244, E245, E249
Combest, Larry, Tex., E246, E249
Cubin, Barbara, Wyo., E257
Davis, Thomas M., Va., E243

DeLauro, Rosa L., Conn., E253
Dingell, John D., Mich., E248
Duncan, John J., Jr., Tenn., E252
Frelinghuysen, Rodney P., N.J., E254
Gilman, Benjamin A., N.Y., E256
Goodlatte, Bob, Va., E264
Goodling, William F., Pa., E263
Hill, Rick, Mont., E258
Hoyer, Steny H., Md., E252
Johnson, Eddie Bernice, Tex., E264
Johnson, Sam, Tex., E247
Kucinich, Dennis J., Ohio, E255, E257, E259
Lowey, Nita M., N.Y., E259
McCollum, Bill, Fla., E265

McKeon, Howard P. ‘‘Buck’’, Calif., E263
Matsui, Robert T., Calif., E244, E246, E249, E252
Menendez, Robert, N.J., E243, E244, E247, E250, E252,

E255
Miller, George, Calif., E256
Pallone, Frank, Jr., N.J., E263, E266
Payne, Donald M., N.J., E264
Radanovich, George, Calif., E260
Ramstad, Jim, Minn., E259
Skelton, Ike, Mo., E250
Smith, Christopher H., N.J., E259
Towns, Edolphus, N.Y., E258
Traficant, James A., Jr., Ohio, E253
Udall, Mark, Colo., E263
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